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Chapter 4.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter contains the comment letters received in response to the Draft EIR as well as the 
transcript from the July 13, 2010, hearing on the Draft EIR. Responses are provided to each 
comment.  The responses supplement, clarify, or amend information provided in the Draft EIR and/or 
refer the reader to the appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be 
found.  Comments that are not directly related to environmental issues may be discussed or just 
noted for the record.  Where text changes in the Draft EIR are warranted based on comments 
received, updated project information, or information provided by staff those changes are generally 
included following the response to comment.  

The changes to the analysis contained in the Draft EIR represent only minor clarifications/ 
amplifications and do not constitute substantial new information, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
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LETTER 1:  Bridget Binning, California Department of Public Health 

Response to Comment 1-1 

Water to serve the project would be provided by the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA), as 
described in the Water Supply Assessment prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix M of 
the Draft EIR).  The project would create a water demand of approximately 422.4 acre-feet per year. 
Based on PCWA’s current water entitlements, water demand associated with the project would be 
met under PCWA’s existing entitlements.  PCWA would be responsible for obtaining and maintaining 
any necessary water supply permits. 
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LETTER 2:  Bill Pfanner, California Energy Commission  

Response to Comment 2-1 

Appendix F of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was considered in preparation of the 
EIR, but the project does not contain components that would result in the wasteful or inefficient or 
unnecessary consumption of energy.  In addition, the project includes a number of energy 
conservation components as well as specific mitigation measures (contained in the EIR) to help 
further achieve energy conservation, as discussed in Section 5.2, Air Quality and Climate Change. 

For example, Mitigation Measure 5.2-2, as revised in Chapter 2, requires that the following or equally 
effective measures be incorporated into building plans and/or specifications prior to issuance of 
building permits for single-family residential uses. 

i. Natural gas lines shall be extended to backyards and patio areas for use with outdoor 
cooking appliances, where gas lines are available. 

ii. Electrical outlets shall be installed on the exterior of residential structures to promote the use 
of electrical landscape equipment.  

iii. Energy-conserving features shall be provided as options for home buyers, such as energy 
star appliances, radiant roof barriers, roofing material and additional insulation. 

iv. All heating and cooling units (HVAC) shall have a seasonal energy efficiency rating (SEER) 
of a minimum of 16 or the SEER required by Title 24, whichever is higher. 

v. All residential units within the subdivision shall include, at the builder’s discretion, at least 
one of the following: 

 At least one “tankless” water heater per house, or  

 Upgraded insulation in all walls and ceilings that exceeds Title 24 requirements in place 
at the time that the building permit is issued. 

vi. In single-family residences, consistent with Rule 225, only U.S. EPA Phase II certified wood-
burning devices shall be allowed.  The emission potential from each residence shall not 
exceed a cumulative total of 7.5 grams per hour for all devices.  Masonry fireplaces shall 
have either an EPA certified Phase II wood burning device or shall be a U.L. Listed 
Decorative Gas Appliance. 

Additional measures are identified for multifamily and commercial development. 
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LETTER 3:  Tim Miles, Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Response to Comment 3-1 

The comment summarizes information provided in the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 

The comment also states that DTSC was unable to review the Phase 1 and Phase 2 Environmental 
Site Assessments, which were cited in the Draft EIR.  These documents are part of the 
Administrative Record, and are available for review by the public and/or agencies upon request to 
the City. 

Response to Comment 3-2 

A Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) will be conducted in the future though the DTSC 
Voluntary Cleanup Program.  The PEA will address areas of past agricultural use, along with past 
areas of mining activities.  Based on the findings of the PEA, a RAW will be developed under DTSC 
oversight to remediate areas of known impact. 

Response to Comment 3-3 

The specific remedial alternative selected for the noted dieldrin, arsenic and lead impacted soil will 
be developed as part of a remedial action workplan (RAW) that would be subject to review and 
approval by DTSC.  The soil management plan would be prepared by a registered environmental 
professional (see Response to Comment 8-8). If impacted soils are relocated and encapsulated in 
other areas of the project site, the appropriate institutional controls and operation and maintenance 
plans would be implemented with regulatory oversight from DTSC, as indicated in revised Mitigation 
Measure 5.6-2(b) (see Response to Comment 8-8).  

Response to Comment 3-4 

Please see Responses to Comments 3-3 and 8-8. 

Response to Comment 3-5 

If contaminated material is to be encapsulated, the appropriate institutional controls, operations and 
maintenance plans, and financial assurances would be provided under DTSC oversight, in 
accordance with the steps outlined in Mitigation Measure 5.6-2, as revised (see Response to 
Comment 8-8). 

Response to Comment 3-6 

The Phase 1 and Phase 2 ESAs evaluated the potential for hazardous materials within the BRSP 
area.  As indicated in those assessments, portions of the BRSP were not subject to mining or 
cultivation, such as the Mehrten formation in Plan Area 1.  Additional study of these areas is 
therefore not recommended.  Mitigation Measures 5.6-1(c) through (e) and 5.6-2(l) and (m) require 
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that the Study Areas, which were not subject to the Phase 1 and Phase 2 ESAs prepared for the 
BRSP, be investigated for evidence of past orchards and/or mining activities, and that any 
contamination that is found be remediated prior to development.   

The PEA would address both the noted agricultural impacts as well as potential health risks 
associated with the abandoned mine features.  It would incorporate the applicable elements from the 
Abandoned Mine Lands handbook.  Please see also Response to Comment 8-11. 
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LETTER 4: Richard Helman, Department of Transportation, District 3 

Response to Comment 4-1 

The text under the third bullet on page 1-3 in Chapter 1, Introduction has been changed to reflect the 
correct highway. 

 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) – Caltrans has jurisdiction 
over state highways and freeways, including Interstate 890, and oversees 
transportation regulations for hazardous substances in and around the city.   

Response to Comment 4-2 

Please see Response to Comment 4-7, below. 

Response to Comment 4-3 

As noted in the comment, the equation for daily trips generated by the High Density Residential land 
use (ITE Code 230) as listed in Table 5.11-13 on page 5.11-29 of the Draft EIR contains a 
typographical error.  The equation should read “=exp(0.87)ln(x)+2.46” instead of 
“=exp(0.85)ln(x)+2.46”; however, the trip generation calculation of 2,290 daily trips shown in 
Table 5.11-14 on page 5.11-30 is correctly based on the former equation. 

TABLE 5.11-13 
 

TRIP GENERATION RATES OR EQUATIONS FOR FULL PROJECT1 

ITE 
Code Land Use Size (x)2 Weekday Trips  Weekday AM Peak  Weekday PM Peak 

210 

Low-Density Residential  
(Single Family Detached 
Housing) 200 DU3 =exp(0.92*ln(x)+2.71) =0.7*x+9.74 =exp(0.9*ln(x)+0.51) 

233 

Medium-Density Residential4 
(Luxury Condominium/ 
Townhouse) 150 DU =exp(0.85*ln(x)+2.46) =exp(0.76*ln(x)+0.54) =0.78*x-25.38 

230 
High-Density Residential 
(Condominium/Townhouse) 430 DU =exp(0.857*ln(x)+2.46) =0.44*x =0.52*x 

820 

Village Retail/Business 
Professional (Shopping 
Center) 90 ksf5 =exp(0.65*ln(x)+5.83) =1.00*x =exp(0.67*ln(x)+3.37)

Notes: 
1. Trip generation rates are based on ITE Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition (2008). 
2. x = represents the size of the land use for which trips are being calculated. 
3. DU = Dwelling Units 
4. The ITE Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition (2008) does not contain a trip generation rate or equation to calculate the total number weekday 

trips associated with Land Use 233; therefore, the weekday trip generation equation for Land Use 230 was applied to calculate the number of 
weekday trips. 

5. ksf = 1,000 sf 
Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2009. 

 

ITE data include both trip generation equations and “average” rates.  The weekday AM and PM peak 
hour trip generation estimates for the High Density Residential land use were conservatively based 
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on the average rates instead of the equations in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip 
Generation 8th Edition, because the average rates yielded a slightly higher forecast. 

The weekday AM peak hour trip generation calculations for the Village Retail/Business Professional 
Land Use (ITE Code 820) were based on the ITE Trip Generation 8th Edition average rate 
(1.00 trips per 1,000 square-feet) instead of the equation, as the traffic analyst believes the rate will 
more accurately reflect the nature of the village retail land uses proposed on the site.   

Response to Comment 4-4 

Pages 5.11-35 and 5.11-44 of the Draft EIR explain that motorists traveling to and from the BRSP 
area have the opportunity to access other, more convenient, interchanges than the Maple Street 
interchange, and are part of intuitive travel route choices. Though it is possible that a small number 
of project vehicles could use this interchange, a review of field conditions and travel routes does not 
support that assumption when forecasting typical operating conditions.  Fewer than 5 project trips 
are expected to use the Maple Street interchange intersections, which would not substantially 
increase delay at these intersections.  For this reason, study intersections 10 through 14 have been 
omitted from all “with project” scenarios analysis. 

Response to Comment 4-5 

The CEQA Guidelines define a significant effect as a “substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse 
change…”  (CEQA Guidelines Section 15382).  A change in environmental conditions, even where 
those conditions already exceed established standards, must be substantial to be considered 
significant.  As discussed in Response to Comment 4-4, the amount of project traffic that would use 
the Maple Street interchange would be too small to create a substantial change in operations.  
Therefore, the Maple Street interchange and associated intersections were not analyzed in the Draft 
EIR, and no mitigation is required of the project for this interchange. 

Response to Comment 4-6 

The Final Traffic Safety Analysis for Maple Street/Interstate 80 Crossing (KDA 2007) was prepared 
for the City of Auburn in response to concerns expressed to the City’s Traffic Safety Committee.  
The study addressed current and future traffic conditions and evaluated alternative approaches for 
providing the capacity needed at this gateway to the City of Auburn.  The report recommended 
installation of an “interim” all-way stop but recognized and discussed constraints to the 
implementation of other desirable options such as signalization and roundabouts. As the City of 
Auburn continues to monitor traffic conditions in the future, the City will work with Caltrans to identify 
applicable improvements that meet the goals of each agency. 

While development in the BRSP area could incrementally contribute to long term traffic volumes in 
downtown Auburn, the amount of traffic associated with the project at this location is projected to be 
very low and not sufficient by itself to create the need for immediate improvements (please see 
Response to Comment 4-5).   
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Response to Comment 4-7 

As stated in the comment, Mitigation Measure 5.11-2 requires installation of a traffic signal or other 
specified improvement to offset Plan Area 2 impacts at the Newcastle/Interstate 80 ramps.  A 
roundabout could be an appropriate improvement to implement Mitigation Measure 5.11-2, but its 
effectiveness would need to be demonstrated.  Therefore, the mitigation measures identified in 
Tables 5.11-31 and 5.11-34 on pages 5.11-60 and 5.11-66 are revised to read: 

Traffic Signal or Other Appropriate Improvement 

Response to Comment 4-8 

A copy of the FEIR will be provided to Caltrans prior to final City action on the project, as requested 
in the comment and in compliance with the CEQA Guidelines. 
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LETTER 5:  Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research 

Response to Comment 5-1 

Receipt of the document by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research is noted. No further 
response is required. 
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LETTER 6: Katy Sanchez, Native American Heritage Commission 

Response to Comment 6-1 

The cultural resources evaluation for the project included a confidential records search at the North 
Central Information Center (NCIC). In addition, PBS&J archaeologists and historians conducted an 
inventory survey of the project site and prepared a professional report detailing the findings and 
recommendations (see Appendix J of the Draft EIR). The confidential report was submitted to the 
City of Auburn and the NCIC. PBS&J also contacted the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) for a Sacred Lands File Check and sent letters to interested parties listed on the Native 
American contact provided by the NAHC. The Cultural Resources evaluation in the EIR, Section 5.4, 
included mitigation measures for the treatment of accidentally discovered archaeological resources, 
including human remains, per Health and Safety Code section 7050.5, CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.5(e) and Public Resources Code section 5097.98. 
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LETTER 7:   Moses Stites, Public Utilities Commission 

Response to Comment 7-1 

The California Public Utilities Commission is identified as a Responsible Agency (see page 3-32 in 
Chapter 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR) and will be consulted prior to construction of any 
project elements that could affect existing rail lines and facilities.  





 

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140  /  Auburn, California 95603  /  (530) 745-3000  /  Fax (530) 745-3080 
Internet Address: http://www.placer.ca.gov/planning  /  email: planning@placer.ca.gov 

 

 PLANNING 
 

COUNTY OF PLACER  
Community Development / Resource Agency 
 

Michael J. Johnson, AICP 
Agency Director 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

July 23, 2010 
 
 
 
City of Auburn - Community Development 
Wilfred Wong, Community Development Director 
1225 Lincoln Way, Room 3  
Auburn, CA 95603 
 
RE: Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan and Study Areas Project, Draft EIR 
 
Dear Mr. Wong: 
 
Thank you for providing Placer County the opportunity to review the Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan 
and Study Areas Project Draft EIR. For your convenience, comments from various County 
Departments including Planning, Engineering & Surveying, Environmental Health and the Flood 
Control & Water Conservation District are included in this letter and are conveniently organized by 
commenting department.   
 
 
Planning Department Staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan and Study Areas project and has the following comments: 
1. Approximately 35 percent, of the 406-acre site will be set aside as open space that is intended to 

preserve some of the natural areas on the property.  The Impact 5.3-8 discussion states that the 
wildlife that currently inhabit or use the site “have adapted to developed areas” and will be able to 
adapt to a generally non-contiguous habitat that has been reduced in area by 65 percent by either 
migrating to offsite locations or moving to already occupied areas.  The provision of 141 acres of 
open space on the site should not serve as mitigation for the significant loss of habitat on the site 
and the conclusion that the development of the site will have a less-than-significant impact on 
common wildlife species is not the correct conclusion. 

 
2. Although the Biological Resources discussion includes a listing of the various components of the 

oak woodlands on the site, the impacts discussion focuses on the loss of individual trees.  CEQA 
Section 21083.4 (Conversion of Oak Woodlands) and SB 1334 (Kuehl) require that projects 
address the woodland as habitat, as opposed to the trees as landscape and that appropriate 
mitigation be applied to offset the conversion of habitat to the developed state.  Either the 
Regulatory Setting section, or the impact section (5.3-7) should include a discussion of this 
section and its relevance to the proposed project. 

 
 
Engineering & Surveying Staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan and Study Areas project and has the following comments: 
1. What are the impacts of constructing the additional roadway improvements to both Rogers Lane 

and Werner Road within Placer County? 
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For example, the proposed improvements to Rogers Lane would be up to 13’ of additional pavement 
(where 11’ exists) and 3’ of shoulder.  How many trees will be impacted?  Will there be any impacts to 
any wetlands?  How is the existing drainage conveyed along the roadways and what drainage 
facilities are proposed after the construction of the improvements?  A preliminary grading plan should 
be prepared and provided to the County for the proposed offsite improvements on Werner Road and 
Rogers Lane in order to adequately address the potential impacts within Placer County and any 
necessary mitigation measures that need to be included in the EIR. 
 
With the increase in impervious surfaces from the proposed roadway improvements, what is the 
increase in post development stormwater flows from the proposed off site roadway improvements and 
do the existing off site drainage facilities that convey the flows from Werner Road and Rodgers Lane 
meet the minimum capacity standards per the Placer County Stormwater Management Manual? 
 
Are there any water quality impacts resulting from the proposed off site roadway improvements and 
increases in vehicle trips (increase in oils/greases, etc.)? 
 
2. Similar to the previous comment, what are the impacts of construction the Ophir / Werner 

intersection improvements?  Furthermore, what is the timing/trigger of the construction of this 
improvement? 

 
3. Figure 3-10, Drainage Improvements: This Figure appears to show detention basin E-2 as being 

located off site and within Placer County.  This basin should be within the boundaries of the 
Specific Plan and not with Placer County.  Are all proposed detention basins within the 
boundaries of the Specific Plan? 

 
 
Environmental Health Staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan and Study Areas project and has the following comments: 
According to the DEIR, several environmental documents have been prepared for the BRSP including 
a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, prepared by Engeo Inc., dated December 21, 2007, a 
Phase II Environmental Site Assessment Report (Phase II), prepared by Engeo Inc., dated February 
1, 2008, a Environmental Summary, prepared by Engeo Inc., dated March 19, 2008 and a Mine 
Hazard Evaluation and Mitigation Options Report, prepared by Geocon Consultants Inc., dated June 
2009. These documents were requested for review from the City of Auburn. However, they were not 
provided as of July 20, 2010, so this review is based solely on the information provided in the DEIR.  
 
According to the DEIR several abandoned mining features and a former orchard are located within 
the BRSP area. PCEH has reviewed the DEIR and has the following comments: 
 
1. Twenty seven soil samples and four background soil samples were collected from the area 

reported to be a former orchard. Results of the soil sampling indicated that dieldrin was reported 
at concentrations greater than the residential California Human Health Screening Level (CHHSL) 
for all but one of the soil samples collected. Additionally, one sample reported lead greater than 
the residential CHHSL and arsenic was reported greater than the residential CHHSL and 
background samples with concentrations ranging from 1.5 to 73 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). 
Background arsenic concentrations were reported ranging from 1.0 to 2.1 mg/kg. Based on the 
results of the soil sampling, the DEIR estimates that approximately 29 acres of former orchard 
area are impacted by pesticides with concentrations greater than the residential CHHSL. 
However, no area estimate is provided for the elevated arsenic concentrations. Without a review 
of the Phase II, the adequacy of the investigation cannot be verified (e.g., number of samples 
collected per acre, sample collection depths, analytical list, etc.). PCEH generally requires 
investigation of former orchard areas be performed in accordance with California State 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural 
Fields for School Sites (Second Revision), dated August 26, 2002.  
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2. Several abandoned mine features are present within the BRSP area including former shafts, 
waste rock piles and tailings piles. The DEIR reports that soil samples collected from some of the 
waste rock/tailings piles contained concentrations of lead and arsenic at concentrations greater 
than the residential CHHSLs. As stated above, without a review of the Phase II, the adequacy of 
the investigation cannot be verified (e.g., number of samples collected per waste rock/tailing pile, 
analytical list, etc.). As summarized in Section 5.6-2, a comprehensive investigation of the historic 
mining areas has not been performed and the extent of mining-related hazardous materials 
contamination in Plan Area 1 and Future Plan Area 2 is not fully known. Additional investigation is 
recommended as a mitigation measure using the DTSC Preliminary Endangerment Assessment 
(PEA) Guidance Manual. However, it is not clearly stated that DTSC or another regulatory agency 
will provide oversight for the preparation of the PEA.  

 
3. The mitigation measures recommended generally include use of Risk Management Plans and 

Soil Management Plans along with use of the CHHSLs as cleanup levels. While this is potentially 
practical for the dieldrin and lead concentrations, it is likely not practical for arsenic (based on the 
arsenic concentrations greater than background concentrations). Arsenic concentrations within 
the Sierra Nevada foothills region can have naturally occurring background concentrations greater 
than the CHHSL. In these situations, a site specific clean up level is derived using site specific 
data and preparation of a human health risk assessment. It is unclear if a human health risk 
assessment has been performed for any portion of this project.  

 
4. Additionally, the mitigation measures generally include removal and relocation of contaminated 

material. This type of work is usually accompanied by some form of long term institutional controls 
(e.g. deed restrictions) for areas were contaminated material will be placed. No details regarding 
this type of institutional control are provided in the DEIR and no regulatory oversight agency 
appears to be involved in this process.         

 
In order to adequately address all of the above referenced issues, PCEH recommends 
performance of a PEA for the entire project to determine if there is a threat to human health 
and the environment. The PEA should be conducted with oversight by the DTSC Voluntary 
Cleanup Agreement (VCA) program. This conclusion is consistent with the DTSC recommendation 
as outlined in their letter dated July 15, 2010. 
 
 
The Placer County Flood Control and Water Resources District Staff has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan and Study Areas project 
and has the following comments: 
1. The applicant is adequately proposing mitigation measures for increases in peak flow runoff 

from the proposed development.  Per the Master Drainage Report dated February 8, 2010, the 
proposed development will provide approximately 13.75 acre-feet of onsite stormwater 
detention within the Auburn Ravine watersheds and 0.90 acre-feet of onsite stormwater 
detention within one of the Dutch Ravine watersheds.  This onsite mitigation will limit stormwater 
discharge to pre-development levels for the 10- and 100-year storm events for a large majority 
of the project site. 

 
2. According to the Auburn Bowman Community Plan Hydrology Study, stormwater detention is 

not recommended in the Dutch Ravine watersheds and a portion of the Auburn Ravine 
watersheds.  However, due to the uncertainty of the capacity of existing downstream drainage 
facilities within these watersheds, onsite stormwater mitigation is being proposed by the 
applicant.  The Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District finds this 
exception to the plan’s recommendations acceptable due to the potential for offsite localized 
flooding impacts. 
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3. The master drainage report (Appendix G) adequately demonstrates that the project’s proposed 
increase in runoff within Dutch Ravine Subshed G1 has an insignificant impact on downstream 
properties and structures. 

 
Should you have any questions regarding the information in this letter, please do not hesitate to call 
me at (530) 745-3099.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc:   Paul Thompson, Deputy Planning Director 

Loren Clark, Assistant Planning Director 
Wes Zicker, Engineering and Surveying Director 
Ken Grehm, FCD Executive Director 
Jill Pahl, Environmental Health Director 
Mike Wells, Supervising Planner 
Phillip A. Frantz, Engineering & Surveying Department 
Vicki Ramsey, REHS 
Andrew Darrow, FCD Development Coordinator 
Maywan Krach, Environmental Coordination Services 
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LETTER 8:  Michael J. Johnson, Placer County Community 
Development/Resource Agency  

Response to Comment 8-1 

The 141 acres of designated open space was proposed by and is analyzed as part of the Baltimore 
Ravine Specific Plan.  As an integral part of the project, the open space designation is not meant to 
serve as mitigation. 

As stated on page 5.3-35 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would reduce the amount of habitat 
available to common wildlife species, such as deer, wild turkeys, California quail, band-tailed 
pigeons and mourning doves.  However, the reduction in habitat would not be considered 
substantial, because it would not result in a substantial decline in the range or number of these 
species. Because the impact would be less than significant, no mitigation is required for common 
wildlife species. 

Response to Comment 8-2 

Section 21083.4 of the Public Resources Code (and SB 1334) applies specifically to preservation of 
oak woodlands located in counties, not incorporated cities.  Therefore, the section does not apply to 
the proposed project, and was not included in the Regulatory Section of Section 5.3, Biological 
Resources.  Nonetheless, the Draft EIR does address the loss of oak woodlands as well as 
individual trees.  The Draft EIR describes the oak woodlands located within the plan area on pages 
5.3-2 through 5.3-4, and discusses the loss of individual trees and woodlands in Impacts 5.3-7 and 
5.3-14 (pages 5.3-33 through 5.3-35 and 5.3-39 and 5.3-40). . 

Response to Comment 8-3 

The impacts associated with making roadway improvements to Werner Road and Rogers Lane were 
addressed in the Draft EIR.  The EIR evaluated potential impacts to cultural resources and biological 
resources (trees, habitat, special-status species) as well as air quality and noise impacts associated 
with construction activities.  PBS&J biologists and archeologists surveyed the proposed roadway 
widening of Werner Road and Rogers Lane and determined that impacts to any unknown cultural 
resources and biological resources could be mitigated.  No special-status species or wetland habitat 
was identified within any of the proposed roadway rights-of-way. Within the County it is 
conservatively estimated that between 50 and 60 trees could be removed along Werner Road and 
between 25 and 35 trees could be removed along Rogers Lane. 

Regarding drainage, stormwater currently sheet flows off existing Werner Road and Rogers Lane 
and across vegetated slopes and overland following the natural contours.  The proposed road 
widening will attempt to mimic the drainage pattern of the existing road.  Where necessary, an 
asphalt-concrete dike will be used to convey drainage away from locations where sheet flow off the 
roadway would not be prudent. 
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The drainage sheds tributary to the various existing drainage facilities that convey runoff from 
Werner Road and Rogers Lane are of sufficient size that the increase in impervious surfaces 
proposed by the widening of these roads would have very little affect on the peak runoff to these 
facilities.  Any water quality impacts resulting from the proposed additional paved surfaces would be 
minor, and would be mitigated by water quality BMPs (vegetated slopes & swales, vegetated buffers, 
etc.) incorporated into the roadway widening design at the time that improvement plans are prepared 
and submitted for County review with an encroachment permit application. 

Response to Comment 8-4 

The improvements to the Ophir/Werner intersection would be constructed with the backbone 
infrastructure improvements for Plan Area 2. As part of Plan Area 2 development, the Werner 
Lane/Ophir Road intersection would be improved to comply with County Standard Detail R-17, which 
would entail pavement widening along the south side of Ophir Road, immediately east and west of 
Werner Road, to accommodate acceleration/deceleration from the intersection.  The widening would 
be tapered from 12-feet wide at Werner Road and would conform to the existing pavement roughly 
200 to 250 feet east and west of the intersection.  No additional lanes would be added. 

No improvements to Werner Lane or the Werner/Ophir intersection are planned for Plan Area 1, 
because Werner Lane would serve only as a secondary access and little if any Plan Area 1 traffic is 
expected to use this access.  Upon buildout of Future Plan Area 2, project traffic is forecast to 
regularly use the Werner/Ophir intersection.   

The Werner/Ophir intersection is forecast to operate at LOS A under existing and future conditions 
with the Full Project (see Table 5.11-17 on page 5.11-46 and Table 5.11-26 on page 5.11-55 of the 
Draft EIR).  This meets the County standards of operations. For this reason, the Werner/Ophir 
intersection would not require mitigation under full buildout of the BRSP. 

Response to Comment 8-5 

All of the proposed detention basins would be located within the BRSP area.  Figure 3-10 has been 
revised accordingly as shown in Chapter 2, Changes to the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment 8-6 

The comment lists several documents that are referenced in the Draft EIR.  The documents were 
provided to the County on July 20, 2010, but apparently too late to be reviewed as part of County 
comments on the Draft EIR.  The City will coordinate with the County regarding the investigation and 
remediation of any sites within the plan area that fall under the jurisdiction of Placer County.   

Response to Comment 8-7 

Soil samples were recovered from 39 locations across the area of the former pear orchard, which is 
located in Future Plan Area 2.  A total of 20 samples were submitted from the 39 locations to an 
analytical laboratory for pesticide analysis (12 four-point composites; 8 discrete samples).  A total of 
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17 of the 29 samples were analyzed for total arsenic (17 discrete samples) and 20 of the samples 
were analyzed for total lead (12 four-point composites; 8 discrete samples). 

Of the 20 samples analyzed for pesticides, nine exceeded the residential California Human Health 
Screening Level (CHHSL) for dieldrin.  Seven of the 17 samples submitted for arsenic analysis 
exceeded the interpreted background concentration for the project area (< 10 mg/kg).  Five of the 20 
samples submitted for lead analysis exceeded the current residential CHHSL for lead (80 mg/kg).  In 
general, the elevated lead and arsenic concentrations are co-located with those areas exhibiting 
elevated dieldrin; therefore, the arsenic and lead impacts are also within the 29-acre area of impact. 

Although no school site is proposed, the sample density and protocols for pesticide evaluation were 
consistent with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Interim Guidance for Sampling 
Agricultural Properties (third revision) August 7, 2008.  Following the protocols in this guidance 
document does, however, provide the necessary types of information to allow for an adequate and 
conservative evaluation of potential pesticide contamination in the former orchard.  However, this 
does not rule out the possibility additional sampling to evaluate pesticide contamination may be 
necessary in conjunction with preparation of a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment for Future 
Plan Area 2. 

Response to Comment 8-8 

Additional sampling and risk evaluation for the abandoned mine features is anticipated.  This 
evaluation will be prepared under the oversight of DTSC.  Mitigation Measure 5.6-2(b) has been 
revised as follows to indicate DTSC’s responsibility. 

b) Prior to grading, all tailings and waste rock from past mining operations that 
would be disturbed by the proposed grading permit shall be investigated for 
the presence of chemical contaminants associated with historic mining 
activities, and measures shall be identified and implemented to manage 
hazards that could present a human health or environmental risk.  The 
investigation shall be conducted under the guidance of a registered 
environmental professional in accordance with the standards established by 
the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) in its 
Preliminary Endangerment Assessment Guidance Manual (“PEA Guidance 
Manual” latest edition) and/or the Abandoned Mine Lands Preliminary 
Assessment Handbook (“AML Handbook” latest edition), or equally effective 
method(s), whichever are determined appropriate by the investigator.  The 
results of the already completed Phase One and Phase Two environmental 
site assessments prepared by Engeo may used to provide background 
information regarding the likely nature and sources of contaminants but shall 
not be used as a substitute for this investigation, nor shall the conclusions 
regarding potential health risks based upon comparisons to California Human 
Health Screening Levels (CHHSL) be used as a substitute for a health risk 
assessment, if it is determined through implementation of Mitigation Measure 
5.6-2(d) that a quantitative risk assessment is needed, unless the investigator 
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determines such a comparison is appropriate and provides supporting 
evidence for that conclusion.  All investigations, work plan development and 
implementation, health risk assessment (if required), remediation (if 
required), and post-remediation reporting and site controls (if required) 
identified in Mitigation Measures 5.6-2(b) through 5.6-2(l) shall be subject to 
DTSC oversight. 

Response to Comment 8-9 

Page 5.6-4 of the Draft EIR provides information about reported arsenic levels in sampled soils in 
the former pear orchard that is located in Future Plan Area 2.  Arsenic was observed in the soil 
samples, at concentrations ranging from 1.5 to 73 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg).  The Draft EIR 
(reporting data compiled from Engeo reports) further noted, by comparison, the background soil 
samples had arsenic concentrations ranging from less than 1.0 to 2.1 mg/kg. Arsenic was also 
detected in former mining areas.  

The commentor correctly notes that arsenic concentrations in the Sierra foothills can have naturally 
occurring background concentrations greater than California Human Health Screening Levels 
(CHHSL).  It would be important, as recommended by the commentor, to establish a site-specific 
cleanup level that differs from the CHHSL if it is determined that a cleanup level greater than CHHSL 
would be protective of human health and that the appropriate Remedial Action Objective (RA) has 
been defined.  Mitigation Measure 5.6-2(g) has been revised as follows to clarify the use of CHHSLs 
relative to arsenic. 

g) The Soil Management Plan shall be prepared by a qualified registered 
environmental professional prior to development at any location in the historic 
mining areas that would be disturbed by site development (including 
unoccupied park and open space areas subject to Fire Management Plan 
earthwork) that: (1) identifies the contaminants of concern and the potential 
risk each contaminant would pose to human health and the environment 
during construction and post-development; (2) establishes site-specific 
cleanup levels for COCs based on site-specific data; and (2) (3) describes 
measures to be taken to protect workers and the public from exposure to 
potential site hazards. Such measures could include a range of options, 
including, but not limited to, physical site controls during construction, soil 
management, remediation, long-term monitoring, post-development 
maintenance or access limitations, financial assurances for long-term 
monitoring and maintenance, if needed, or some combination thereof.  
Physical controls can be a combination of removal and placement of 
contaminated soils in deeper fills, placement of an appropriate fill cap, or 
equally effective measures determined by the preparer of the Soil 
Management Plan. 

A human health risk assessment has not been performed.  For that reason, Mitigation Measure 5.6-2 
outlines the process for determining how and when a risk assessment would be needed, and how 
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the results of that assessment would guide management of contamination that could present a 
health risk. Mitigation Measure 5.6-2(d) specifically addresses that issue.  If an HRA is warranted 
and prepared, a site-specific remedial action objective (RAO) will be established for arsenic. 

Response to Comment 8-10 

The specific remedial alternative selected for the noted dieldrin, arsenic and lead impacted soil 
would be developed as part of the site investigation and cleanup strategy outlined in Mitigation 
Measure 5.6-2, as revised.  These actions would be under DTSC oversight.  If impacted soils are 
relocated and encapsulated in other areas of the site, the appropriate institutional controls and 
operation and maintenance plans would be implemented with regulatory oversight from DTSC, as 
indicated in revised Mitigation Measure 5.6-2(b) (see Response to Comment 8-8).  

Response to Comment 8-11 

PEAs would be conducted through the DTSC Voluntary Cleanup Program for each plan area as 
needed.  The PEA would address both the noted agricultural impacts as well as potential health risks 
associated with the abandoned mine features.  The scope of the PEA is expected to focus on the 
areas within the site that have been identified as areas of concern in the Phase I and Phase II ESAs 
and where development of occupied uses is proposed.  For example, the 29-acre orchard site is an 
area of concern, but the Mehrten formation in Plan Area 1 is not, because it was not subject to 
agricultural or mining activities.  The remainder of the project site would remain in open space and 
would not be graded or otherwise disturbed, so those areas are not proposed for inclusion in a PEA.   

Response to Comment 8-12 

The comment concurs with the analysis provided in the Draft EIR regarding detention of project 
stormwater.  No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 8-13 

The comment concurs with the analysis of the infrastructure proposed by the BRSP to offset impacts 
on downstream flooding.  No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 8-14 

The comment concurs with the analysis of increases in runoff in Dutch Ravine.  No further response 
is required. 
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LETTER 9:  Andy Fischer, Placer County Facilities Services 
Department 

Response to Comment 9-1 

As stated on page 5.9-27 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is expected to result in a demand for 
parkland of 9.75 acres.  The BRSP provides for 2 acres of parkland and also includes 143 acres of 
open space for passive recreation.  Although the City does not require dedication of or accept park 
land credit for open space, these areas provide passive recreation opportunities for hiking, mountain 
biking, and interacting with the natural environment.  The project would pay in lieu fees to offset the 
demand for parkland that is not onsite. The fees paid would be used to acquire parks and/or 
recreational facilities consistent the Auburn Recreation District (ARD) Strategic Master Plan, which 
was updated in May 2009.  ARD is also pursuing changes to its fee schedule, which the City would 
consider as they are proposed.  Project development will pay the fees in place at the time that 
building permits are obtained. 

As stated on page 5.9-26 of the Draft EIR, the impact on parks and recreational facilities would be 
considered significant if the project would increase the use of facilities to the extent that the 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated, resulting in the need 
to construct or expand new facilities that would have an adverse effect on the environment. Given 
the construction of a park within the project area and the proximity of the project site to existing ARD 
facilities, particularly the large recreational facilities north of the project site, it is unlikely that 
residents would travel to similar facilities outside of the City of Auburn or the ARD.  The increased 
use of ARD parks by project residents would not be great enough to physically substantially degrade 
those facilities, assuming that ARD uses the fees paid by project development to construct and 
maintain parks and recreational facilities within the district. 

ARD is charged with determining how best to use the fees it collects, whether for maintenance, 
rehabilitation or construction of new facilities. Maintenance funding ARD parks would be determined 
and evaluated at the time those parks are constructed as part of ARD’s ongoing management of the 
district.  Maintenance funding for the BRSP park and trails will be the responsibility of the HOA using 
standard funding mechanisms (e.g., HOA fee). 
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LETTER 10:  Angel Rinker, Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District 

Response to Comment 10-1 

Table 5.2-9 on page 5.2-31 of the Draft EIR presents the unmitigated construction emissions of the 
proposed project.  Because the URBEMIS modeling conducted for the proposed project takes into 
account the NOx emissions associated with the use of water trucks on the proposed project site, it 
was deemed appropriate at the time of preparation of the Draft EIR to account for the reduction in 
particulate matter that is also associated with water truck use on the project site as part of the 
unmitigated assumptions.  A more conservative approach would be to include the NOx emissions of 
water trucks in the unmitigated calculation, but not the benefit of watering.  Accordingly, Table 5.2-9 
is amended as follows: 

TABLE 5.2-9 
 

PROPOSED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (UNMITIGATED) 
IN PEAK POUNDS PER DAY 

Plan Area 1 ROG NOX CO PM10

Phase 1a – Clearing/Grubbing 
Max Daily Emissions 3.97 35.40 18.51 141.4573.981 

Phase 1b – Grading 
Max Daily Emissions 22.22 194.51 97.59 68.7539.831 

Phase 1c – Utilities Installation 
Max Daily Emissions 6.26 48.23 27.99 2.81 

Phase 1d – Road Construction 
Max Daily Emissions 9.55 72.04 37.77 4.07 

Phase 1e – Bridge Construction 
Max Daily Emissions 3.64 31.05 16.67 1.39 

Maximum daily concurrent emissions with either Phase 1c or 1d 13.19 103.09 54.44 5.46 
Phase 1f – Residential Construction 

Max Daily Emissions 12.09 25.23 38.83 1.85 
Future Plan Area 2 
Phase 2a – Clearing/Grubbing 

Max Daily Emissions 2.90 22.15 11.87 140.9173.441 
Phase 2b – Grading 

Max Daily Emissions 15.44 116.64 68.29 64.9336.021 
Phase 2c – Utilities Installation 

Max Daily Emissions 3.89 25.60 25.99 1.35 
Phase 2d – Road Construction 

Max Daily Emissions 6.52 42.23 30.65 2.29 
Phase 2e – Bridge Construction 

Max Daily Emissions 2.63 18.85 13.06 0.79 
Maximum daily concurrent emissions with either Phase 2c or 2d 9.15 61.08 43.71 3.08 

Phase 2f – Residential Construction 
Max Daily Emissions 11.87 16.38 32.29 1.13 

Phase 2g – Commercial Construction 
Max Daily Emissions 5.22 8.59 10.60 0.45 

Note: 
1. Assumes that onsite water trucks would cover the daily grading acreage three times per day for NOx emissions but not for PM10 emissions. 
Bold text indicates that the threshold is exceeded. 

Source:  PBS&J, 2009. Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix D. 

 



4. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 

 
 
Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan Project 4-28 Final Environmental Impact Report  
P:\Projects - WP Only\+10000\7145 BRSP\FEIR\4.0 RTC.docx November 2010 

In addition, the following table (Table 5.2-9b) has been added to the EIR to clarify mitigated versus 
unmitigated emissions. 

TABLE 5.2-9B 
 

PROPOSED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (MITIGATED) 
IN PEAK POUNDS PER DAY 

Plan Area 1 ROG NOX CO PM10

Phase 1a – Clearing/Grubbing 
Max Daily Emissions 3.97 35.40 18.51 73.981 

Phase 1b – Grading 
Max Daily Emissions 22.22 194.51 97.59 39.831 

Phase 1c – Utilities Installation 
Max Daily Emissions 6.26 48.23 27.99 2.81 

Phase 1d – Road Construction 
Max Daily Emissions 9.55 72.04 37.77 4.07 

Phase 1e – Bridge Construction 
Max Daily Emissions 3.64 31.05 16.67 1.39 

Maximum daily concurrent emissions with either Phase 1c or 1d 13.19 103.09 54.44 5.46 
Phase 1f – Residential Construction 

Max Daily Emissions 12.09 25.23 38.83 1.85 
Future Plan Area 2 
Phase 2a – Clearing/Grubbing 

Max Daily Emissions 2.90 22.15 11.87 73.441 
Phase 2b – Grading 

Max Daily Emissions 15.44 116.64 68.29 36.021 
Phase 2c – Utilities Installation 

Max Daily Emissions 3.89 25.60 25.99 1.35 
Phase 2d – Road Construction 

Max Daily Emissions 6.52 42.23 30.65 2.29 
Phase 2e – Bridge Construction 

Max Daily Emissions 2.63 18.85 13.06 0.79 
Maximum daily concurrent emissions with either Phase 2c or 2d 9.15 61.08 43.71 3.08 

Phase 2f – Residential Construction 
Max Daily Emissions 11.87 16.38 32.29 1.13 

Phase 2g – Commercial Construction 
Max Daily Emissions 5.22 8.59 10.60 0.45 

Note: 
1. Assumes that onsite water trucks would cover the daily grading acreage three times per day. 
Bold text indicates that the threshold is exceeded. 

Source:  PBS&J, 2009. Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix D. 

 

Because of the alteration of the unmitigated max daily emissions in Table 5.2-9, the discussion of 
the project-specific construction air quality impact has been amended for consistency.  The last full 
paragraph under the Full BRSP discussion on page 5.2-30 is revised to read: 

As shown in Table 5.2-9, ROG, and CO and PM10 emissions would remain below Air District 
thresholds for each individual phase and for those phases of Plan Area 1 and/or 2 that could 
overlap.  However, NOx and PM10 emissions for the Full BRSP would exceed Air District 
thresholds during several phases, which is considered a significant impact. 
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The discussion under Plan Area 1 starting on page 5.2-30 is also revised as follows: 

Plan Area 1 

During construction of Plan Area 1, ROG, NOX, CO, and PM10 emissions, as shown in 
Table 5.2-9, would vary by construction phase. Modeling indicates that construction 
equipment NOx emissions would exceed the District’s threshold of 82 pounds per day during 
grading (Phase 1b) and the time during which Phases 1d (Road Construction – Plan Area 1) 
and 1e (Bridge Construction – Plan Area 1) could be concurrent.  PM10 emissions would 
exceed the District’s threshold of 82 pounds per day during clearing/grubbing activities. ROG 
and PM10 emissions would not exceed the District’s threshold of 82 pounds per day.  CO 
emissions would not exceed the District’s threshold of 550 pounds per day.  Construction 
impacts would be temporary; however, since the model indicates that NOx and PM10 
emissions associated with construction activities of Plan Area 1 would exceed the NOx and 
PM10 thresholds of significance, this would be considered a significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 5.2-1 starting on page 5.2-32 is revised to require the use of watering, as 
reflected in the mitigated PM10 emissions calculation.   

12) On-site water trucks shall apply water to any and all active grading areas three times 
per day during grading activities. 

The assumption that only 3 acres per day would be graded is based on site conditions and 
anticipated construction activities.  Therefore, the assumption is considered part of the project and 
does not need to be a mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment 10-2 

The mitigation measures in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR are generally consistent with the list of 
measures provided by the Air District, although the order and wording of the measures are slightly 
different.  Attachment 1 of the Comment letter is, according to the attachment, “a “menu” of optional 
mitigations suggested by APCD during environmental review.”  The City has reviewed this list and 
incorporated those measures that are, in the City’s judgment, appropriate for the proposed project.  
All but one of the applicable measures in Attachment 1 are included in the Specific Plan and/or EIR 
mitigation measures in some form.  The exception is the requirement that the contractor use existing 
power sources or clean fuel generators rather than temporary diesel power generators, as this 
measure may not be feasible. 

Attachment 2 includes “District and State Rule-Based Requirements” that should be included as 
“standard notes on all Improvement Plans, Grading Plans and/or Design Review Permits”.  The 
proposed project must comply with adopted rules, as discussed throughout Section 4.2.  The rules 
applicable to the proposed project are identified in Mitigation Measures 5.2-1 and 5.2-2.  The 
Mitigation Monitoring Program (Chapter 5 of this Final EIR) indicates how and when mitigation will 
be implemented.  Where appropriate, the MMP states that measures will be included as conditions 
of approval (that is, “standard notes”) on Small Lot Tentative Maps,  Improvement Plans (which 
include Grading Plans in the City of Auburn) and/or Design Review Permits. 
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Response to Comment 10-3 

Tables 5.2-10 through 5.2-13 on pages 5.2-34 through 5.2-35 have been revised to include the 
requested clarifications as follows: 

TABLE 5.2-10 
 

PROPOSED PROJECT FULL BRSP DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS – SUMMER 
(UNMITIGATED) 

PROPOSED PROJECT EMISSIONS

Emissions Source 
Emissions in Pounds per Day 

ROG NOX CO PM10

Natural Gas 0.59 7.75 3.66 0.01 
Landscape Maintenance 1.86 0.14 12.02 0.03 
Consumer Products 38.16 -- -- -- 
Architectural Coatings 7.27 -- -- -- 
Motor Vehicles 53.51 59.72 573.81 150.26 
Maximum Daily Emissions 101.39 No 589.49 150.30
PCAPCD Thresholds (lb/day) 82 82 550 82
Significant Impact  Yes No Yes Yes
Note: 
 It should be noted that operational modeling is consistent with the traffic analysis, which reflects a total buildout of 780 residential units compared 

to the 725 discussed in the project description. However, as this analysis presents a more conservative analysis, it is considered acceptable. In 
addition, the modeling data presented in this table reflects the commercial component of the proposed project. 

Bold text indicates that the threshold is exceeded. 

Source:  PBS&J, 2008. Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix D. 

 

TABLE 5.2-11 
 

PROPOSED PROJECT FULL BRSP DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS – WINTER 
(UNMITIGATED) 

PROPOSED PROJECT EMISSIONS

Emissions Source 
Emissions in Pounds per Day 

ROG NOX CO PM10

Natural Gas 0.59 7.75 3.66 0.01 
Hearth (winter)1 44.8223.44 6.365.64 203.82106.98 25.4013.40 
Consumer Products 38.16 -- -- -- 
Architectural Coatings 7.27 -- -- -- 
Motor Vehicles 59.24 86.33 630.40 150.26 
Maximum Daily Emissions 150.08128.70 100.4499.72 837.88741.04 175.67163.67
PCAPCD Thresholds (lb/day) 82 82 550 82
Significant Impact  Yes Yes Yes Yes
Notes: 
1. Reflects manual calculation of Phase II fireplace assumptions that would be located in 5100 percent of totalsingle-family residential buildout. 

Emission rates for Phase II fireplaces are based on AP-42 emission rates contained in Table 1.10-1 (Emission Factors for Residential Wood 
Combustion) of AP-42. Refer to Appendix D for the calculation worksheet. 

 It should be noted that operational modeling is consistent with the traffic analysis, which reflects a total buildout of 780 residential units compared 
to the 725 discussed in the project description. However, as this analysis presents a more conservative analysis, it is considered acceptable. In 
addition, the modeling data presented in this table reflects the commercial component of the proposed project. 

Bold text indicates that the threshold is exceeded. 

Source:  PBS&J, 2008. Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix D. 
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TABLE 5.2-12 
 

PLAN AREA 1 PROJECTED DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS – SUMMER (UNMITIGATED) 
PROPOSED PROJECT EMISSIONS

Emissions Source 
Emissions in Pounds per Day 

ROG NOX CO PM10

Natural Gas 0.20 2.63 1.12 0.01 
Landscape Maintenance 1.09 0.08 6.90 0.02 
Consumer Products 13.21 -- -- -- 
Architectural Coatings 21.71 -- -- -- 
Motor Vehicles 11.91 12.53 123.62 31.65 
Maximum Daily Emissions 29.12 15.24 131.64 31.68
PCAPCD Thresholds (lb/day) 82 82 550 82
Significant Impact  No No No No
Note: 
It should be noted that operational modeling is consistent with the traffic analysis, which reflects a total buildout of 270 residential units. 
Bold text indicates that the threshold is exceeded. 

Source:  PBS&J, 2009. Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix D. 

 
TABLE 5.2-13 

 
PLAN AREA 1 PROJECTED DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS – WINTER (UNMITIGATED) 

PROPOSED PROJECT EMISSIONS

Emissions Source 
Emissions in Pounds per Day 

ROG NOX CO PM10

Natural Gas 0.20 2.63 1.12 0.01 
Hearth (winter)1 15.5213.81 2.272.22 70.5862.82 0.307.83 
Consumer Products 13.21 -- -- -- 
Architectural Coatings 2.71 -- -- -- 
Motor Vehicles 12.46 18.13 133.86 31.65 
Maximum Daily Emissions 44.1042.39 23.0322.98 205.56197.80 31.9639.49
PCAPCD Thresholds (lb/day) 82 82 550 82
Significant Impact  No No No No
Notes: 
1. Reflects manual calculation of Phase II fireplace assumptions that would be located in 5100 percent of total single-family residential buildout. 

Emission rates for Phase II fireplaces are based on AP-42 emission rates contained in Table 1.10-1 (Emission Factors for Residential Wood 
Combustion) of AP-42. Refer to Appendix D for the calculation worksheet. 

 It should be noted that operational modeling is consistent with the traffic analysis, which reflects a total buildout of 270 residential units. 
Bold text indicates that the threshold is exceeded. 
Source:  PBS&J, 2009. Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix D. 

 

Response to Comment 10-4 

As shown in Tables 5.2-12 and 5.2-13, Plan Area 1 would not, in and of itself, exceed the thresholds 
established by the Air District for operational emissions, and mitigation is not required for Plan Area 
1 as part of the project-level analysis.  However, as discussed in Impact 5.2-7, Plan Area 1 
emissions would contribute considerably to cumulative degradation of air quality.  Mitigation 
Measure 5.2-7, which applies to the full proposed project, including Plan Area 1, requires 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.2-1 and 5.2-2.  Therefore, as requested by the comment, 
the measures identified in Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 will apply to Plan Area 1. 
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Response to Comment 10-5 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-2(iv) requires that HVAC units have a minimum SEER rating of 16 or the 
SEER required by Title 24, whichever is higher.  A SEER rating of 16 currently exceeds Title 24 
requirements, but there are HVAC units that have a SEER rating of 16.  Therefore, the mitigation 
measure as written is known to be feasible.  It is not known at this time if the Title 24 requirements 
will change, and if there will always be HVAC units with a SEER rating greater than the Title 24 
requirements, so the recommended change to the mitigation measure could be infeasible.  
Therefore, the measure has not been revised. 

Response to Comment 10-6 

As requested by the commentor, Mitigation Measure 5.2-2(b) vi. on page 5.2-37 has been amended 
as follows: 

vii. In multifamily units (i.e., condos, townhomes, or other attached units), 
consistent with Rule 225, only natural gas or propane-fired fireplace 
appliances shall be installed. Wood burning or pellet appliances shall 
not be installed permitted in multifamily units. 

Note that the above changes are clarifications and do not alter the original intent or meaning of the 
measure. 

Response to Comment 10-7 

As noted in Tables 5.2-11 and 5.2-13 of the Draft EIR, emissions are calculated based on the 
assumption that 50 percent of the total residential units at project buildout would include Phase II 
fireplaces. Tables 5.2-11 and 5.2-13 (see above) have been corrected based on the commentor’s 
suggestion to reflect 100 percent of all single-family structures with Phase II fireplaces. This change 
is reflected in the tables shown above in Response to Comment 10-3, and as shown, emissions 
would decrease with the revised modeling parameters.  

Response to Comment 10-8 

The CAL3QHCR model used to estimate project health risk included Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) 
exposure from both the I-80 freeway and the UPRR rail lines.  DPM concentrations and cancer risk 
were estimated at the following six receptor locations. In addition, Figure 1 has been provided to 
show the receptor locations that were modeled. 

1. Nearest project residence on the northern portion of the project site southeast of I-80 
(highest project site I-80 DPM). 

2. Roadside receptor southeast of I-80, 10 feet from nearest travel lane (worst-case I-80 DPM).  

3. Nearest project residence on the northern portion of the project site northwest of UPRR north 
branch (highest north parcel project site UPRR DPM). 

4. Rail line receptor northwest of UPRR, 10 feet from north branch (worst-case UPRR DPM).   
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5. Nearest project residence on the southern portion of the project site southeast of UPRR 
north branch (highest south parcel project site UPRR DPM). 

6. Rail line receptor southeast of UPRR, 10 feet from north branch (worst-case UPRR DPM).   

Modeling results for the DPM concentrations and associated cancer risks are shown in Table 1, 
below.  The EIR significance conclusions were based on risks expected at the proposed on-site 
residences closest to I-80 or the UPRR rail line (shown in bold below).  Health risks in areas at the 
points of closest public access to I-80 and UPRR were included only to provide worst-case exposure 
reference points.   

TABLE 1 
 

POTENTIAL ON-SITE DIESEL PARTICULATE MATTER HEALTH RISKS 

Receptor Annual Avg. Conc. DPM Cancer Risk 
1 (Nearest Residence I-80) 0.22 66 
2 (Near roadside I-80) 1.01 303 
3 (Nearest Residence UPRR) 0.08 24 
4 (Near trackside UPRR) 0.09 27 
5 (Nearest Residence UPRR) 0.05 15 
6 (Near trackside UPRR) 0.07 21 
Source: PBS&J, 2010. 

 

Response to Comment 10-9 

To obtain the total health risk to a receptor subject to DPM exposure from multiple sources, the 
exposure from all of the sources (i.e., I-80 and UPRR rail lines) would be added together.  The 
CAL3QHCR modeling for this project includes the effects of DPM exposure from both I-80 and the 
UPRR rail lines for all of the receptors considered. DPM levels associated with I-80 are much greater 
levels from the UPRR trains.  Because the freeway and railroad lines are widely separated, the DPM 
concentration component from the closest source to any receptor near the project site boundary is 
far larger than the component from the more distant source.  Thus, the health risk at the closest 
project receptor to I-80 is almost completely due to DPM from the freeway, while the health risk at 
the closest project receptor to UPRR is almost completely due to DPM from the railroad.   

As clarification, the last sentence of the second paragraph on page 5.2-39 of the Draft EIR has been 
clarified to state: 

… Due to the distance between the UPRR rail line and I-80, the cancer risks associated with 
each are not considered additive DPM from I-80 would be small in comparison to risks from 
the UPRR DPM for the on-site receptors closest to the UPRR rail line. 

Response to Comment 10-10 

The Draft EIR referred to the “296-in-a-million” value developed by the SMAQMD in their 
Recommended Protocol for DPM health risk assessment as an “evaluation criterion,” not as a 
“significance criterion.”  As the commenter is aware, there is no generally accepted significance 
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criteria to assess mobile source DPM heath risk.  However, in the absence of a definitive criterion, it 
is appropriate for the Draft EIR to base its significance determination on the SMAQMD guidance, 
which establishes a threshold under which preparation of a site-specific health risk assessment is 
not recommended. It is reasonable to assume that should a project, such as the proposed project, 
fall below a threshold that dictates the need to evaluate impacts further, impacts would then be less 
than significant. As stated in the Draft EIR (see top of page 5.2-40), the estimated maximum health 
risk for an on-site residential receptor (i.e., 66-in-a-million) falls far short of the SMAQMD value and 
a more detailed site-specific risk assessment would not be recommended or required under their 
Protocol.  It should be noted that if the 296-in-a-million value had been exceeded based on the 
screening analysis performed, the City understands that this would not have necessitated a 
conclusion of significant and unavoidable but would have signaled a need to prepare a detailed 
project-specific health risk assessment. 

Response to Comment 10-11 

The following information on train activity was obtained directly from UPRR during preparation of the 
Draft EIR in Spring 2008: 

 Track speed in the area of the project site is 50mph.  The speeds through Auburn are the 
same for all passenger trains and are as follows: 

 Main Track #2 - 50 mph, capitol trains initial start and end point at Auburn on this 
track. Train 6 is scheduled to use this track.   

 Main track #1- 30 mph, train 5 is scheduled to use this track. 

 The trains can run in both directions, especially freight trains, but the Capitol Corridor trains 
always go to the track that goes by the station.  Amtrak Zephyr could use either track, 
depending on dispatching with the Zephyr and freight trains. 

Page 5.2-28 of the Draft EIR assumed that 18 freight trains a day passed the Baltimore Ravine site.  
This estimate is consistent with the estimate provided by a representative from UPRR,[1] who 
estimated that 20 freight trains pass the site per day.  The potential health risk would scale linearly 
with the number of train operations.  With 18 or 20 operations per day, the risks would be 31 in a 
million or 34 in a million, respectively.  These would be small compared with the 296-in-a-million 
“evaluation criterion” proposed by the SMAQMD in their Recommended Protocol (in 2008) for DPM 
health risk assessment. 

Also according to UPRR, train speed through this area averages 50 mph, though the EIR 
conservatively assumed a lower speed (30 mph) which provides a worst case scenario in terms of 
DPM concentrations.  Finally, UPRR was unable to confirm that double-stacking of train freight cars 
is presently occurring or would be occurring in the future, or if the average number of locomotives 
per freight train has increased to accommodate double-stacking.  Double-stacking could change the 
number of locomotives or train speeds, with consequent changes in the DPM levels and risks.  
However, even if double-stacking meant doubling the number of locomotives with consequent 

                                                 
[1]               Terrel A. Anderson, Manager Industry & Public Projects, email communication August 17, 2010. 
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doubling of risk, the analysis indicates the project would still be far short of the risk near I-80, and or 
both the SMAQMD evaluation criterion or of the Sacramento Valley background risk. 

Data on UPRR locomotive emissions for the EIR analysis was obtained from the Roseville Rail Yard 
Study (CARB 2004), as noted in the Draft EIR, which were used to estimate the DPM emissions of 
the trains.  At an average traveling speed of 30 miles per hour, the locomotives notch setting is 
estimated to be Notch 5.  The average Notch 5 DPM emission rate (0.101 g/s/locomotive) for all the 
UP line haul locomotives in the Roseville study was used. 

Thus, the emissions of the train locomotives were estimated using the following values: 

 Average number of freight trains per day: 14 

 Average number of locomotives per freight train: 2.9 

 Average number of passenger trains per day: 4 

 Average number of locomotives per passenger train: 1 

Emissions in gram per mile-hr were calculated using the following formula: 

[Average Notch 5 Emission Rate (g/s/locomotive)] x [3600 (s/hr)] / [Average Speed (mile/hr)] x 
[Average Number of Locomotives per Train (locomotives/train)] x [Average Number of Freight Trains 
per Day (trains/day)] / [24 (hr/day)] 

The resulting total DPM emissions from the UP freight train locomotives were estimated to be 20.6 
gram per miles traveled during a one-hour period.  All trains were assumed to travel on the northern 
UPRR rail line to provide a worst-case DPM source for project site exposure. 

Peak hour traffic volume on I-80 (7700 per hour at I-80 junction with Route 193) came from the 
Caltrans website http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/.  This peak hour was used to calculate hourly 
volumes for the other 23 hours in a day, with each hour having a separate emission factor, as 
calculated by SMAQMD using Sacramento Valley vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and particulate 
emissions provided by the EMFAC2007 model.  Table 2 shows the VMT, emissions factor and 
vehicle/hour assumptions. 

Response to Comment 10-12 

The CAL3QHCR model output is provided in the revisions to Appendix D and a site vicinity map with 
a pollutant contour overlay is provided as Figure 1 (see Response to 10-8).  Receptor #2, which 
exhibited the 303-in-a-million risk referred to in the comment, is not an on-site residential receptor, 
but a receptor near I-80 included to show a worst case risk that the closest receptor would be 
subjected to.  The “hand-draw map” the PCAPCD refers to (located in Appendix D of the Draft EIR) 
is a tracing of I-80 and the UPRR route using a 1 inch = 800 feet scale map.  This hand drawn figure 
has been replaced with Figure 1 in the Appendix D revisions at the end of this Final EIR.  
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TABLE 2 
 

VMT, EMISSION FACTOR, AND VEHICLE/HR ASSUMPTIONS 

Time of day Relative VMT 

I-80 
Traffic Volume 

(veh/hr) 

PM10 Emission Rates 
(g/veh-mi, obtained from EMFAC2007 for the 

SMAQMD in year 2007) 
Hr 00 0.152 1170 0.072 
Hr 01 0.057 437 0.059 
Hr 02 0.063 486 0.101 
Hr 03 0.051 396 0.367 
Hr 04 0.071 548 0.106 
Hr 05 0.130 1003 0.089 
Hr 06 0.480 3697 0.062 
Hr 07 0.951 7322 0.034 
Hr 08 0.891 6861 0.036 
Hr 09 0.564 4341 0.051 
Hr 10 0.590 4545 0.049 
Hr 11 0.741 5706 0.044 
Hr 12 0.763 5873 0.038 
Hr 13 0.753 5796 0.038 
Hr 14 0.864 6650 0.029 
Hr 15 0.874 6731 0.029 
Hr 16 0.912 7025 0.031 

Hr 17 (pk hour VMT) 1.000 7700 0.025 
Hr 18 0.698 5372 0.021 
Hr 19 0.522 4016 0.021 
Hr 20 0.402 3096 0.036 
Hr 21 0.408 3139 0.035 
Hr 22 0.302 2322 0.024 
Hr 23 0.230 1768 0.031 

Source:  SMAQMD, Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of Sensitive Land Uses Adjacent to Major Roadways, January 2007. 

 

Response to Comment 10-13 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-7 applies to the entire proposed project, and is meant to cover both 
residential and commercial development.  Therefore, the first sentence of the first paragraph of 
Mitigation Measure 5.2-7(a) is revised as shown: 

a) At the time a small lot tentative map or Design Review application is 
submitted, the City, in coordination with PCAPCD, shall calculate the 
emissions associated with the land uses to be approved under that particular 
tentative map or Design Review Permit. … 

The cost of mitigation pursuant to Mitigation Measure 5.2-7(a)(iii) cannot be determined until the 
tentative map and/or design review application is submitted, along with a plan indicating the extent to 
which emissions will be reduced via Measures 5.2-7(a)(i) and (ii).  Therefore, the requested change 
to Measure 5.2-7(a)(iii) is not appropriate at this time. 

Response to Comment 10-14 

Please see Response to Comment 10-8.   
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Response to Comment 10-15 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the maximum on-site residential risk of DPM from I-80 and the UPRR 
trains is 66-in-a-million compared to the cumulative risk in the Sacramento Valley of 520-in-a-million 
of which 360-in-a-million is due to DPM.  It is almost universally accepted that DPM exposures from 
multiple sources are additive and can affect cumulative cancer risk.  The SMAQMD threshold of 296-
in-a-million is not a widely accepted CEQA significance threshold for DPM risk.  Nevertheless, the 
project’s maximum residential exposure falls far short of both the SMAQMD evaluation criterion and 
the background cancer risk in the Sacramento Valley, and can legitimately be deemed less than 
significant.  

Please see also Response to Comment 10-10.   

Response to Comment 10-16 

The commentor is referring to the summary sheet of the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) worksheet (see 
Appendix D in the Draft EIR). Because the GHG mitigation for the proposed project was not able to 
be quantified, mitigated emissions were not provided, resulting in a #REF! value for mitigated 
emissions in the summary sheet. The summary sheet has been amended to remove this line and is 
included as revised Appendix D in this Final EIR (see Chapter 2). 

Response to Comment 10-17 

The vehicle mix calculated as part of the greenhouse gas/climate change evaluation and the 
URBEMIS modeling differed slightly as the commentor noted. As discussed in Response to 
Comment 10-16, Appendix D has been amended to resolve this inconsistency, which would result in 
an additional 3 metric tons of CO2e from mobile sources beyond what was reported in the Draft EIR. 
This change is not considered substantial and reflects a clarification to the analysis of the EIR. This 
revision, in combination with changes discussed below and in Response to Comment 10-18, would 
increase total operational CO2e emissions associated with the Full BRSP from 20,349 to 20,352 
metric tons per year and increase the total mobile source operational CO2e emissions associated 
with the Full BRSP from 14,177 to 14,180 metric tons per year. 

Consistent with this change and changes identified in Response to Comment 10-18, Impact 5.2-9 on 
page 5.2-44 has been modified as follows:  

Operational GHG Emissions 

The proposed BRSP would also generate GHG during its operation, principally from motor 
vehicle use, electricity and natural gas consumption, solid waste disposal, and water 
treatment/distribution. GHG from each of these sources are further explained, below. 
Table 5.2-19 summarizes the total operational emissions at buildout in CO2 equivalents.  As 
shown in this table, the operation of the proposed project is anticipated to generate 
approximately 20,349410 tons per year of CO2e emissions, which is approximately 0.004 
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percent of California’s 2004 emissions (i.e., 487 million tons).  The project inventory would be 
approximately 0.0003 percent of 2006 U.S. emissions (i.e., 7,054 million tons). 

In addition, Table 5.2-19 on page 5.-45 has been amended as follows: 

TABLE 5.2-19 
 

TOTAL CO2 EQUIVALENT EMISSIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
Emissions Source CO2 Equivalent (Metric Tons/Year) 
Motor Vehicles 14,17780 
Electricity 1,850 
Natural Gas 3,107 
Solid Waste 1,021 
Water 194252 

Total Annual Emissions 20,349410
Source:  PBS&J 2009. Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix ED. 

 

The first full paragraph on page 5.2-45 under Impact 5.2-9 has been revised as follows: 

CO2e emissions during operation of the project at full buildout were estimated using 
URBEMIS 2007 and California Climate Action Registry Protocol (v3.1).  Total CO2e 
emissions from vehicles would be 14,17780 tons per year, based on the 11,040 daily trips 
anticipated at buildout of the BRSP. 

Based on the revisions noted above, the second sentence on page 5.2-51 has been amended as 
follows: 

… After buildout, the project would contribute approximately 20,349410 tons of CO2e per 
year. 

Response to Comment 10-18 

As shown above in Response to Comment 10-17, the metric tons of CO2e anticipated during 
operation of the Full BRSP that are attributable to water treatment and distribution have been 
modified in response to comments raised by the PCAPCD. This change has been made consistent 
with the annual water demand of the project (422.4 acre-feet per year) and results in an increase in 
the level of water-related GHG emissions from 194 metric tons CO2e per year to 252 metric tons 
CO2e per year.  

The last paragraph on page 5.2-46 of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this clarification: 

While not as substantial as the contributions related to mobile sources, electricity, natural 
gas, and solid waste, the proposed project would contribute GHG emissions related to the 
distribution and treatment of domestic water supplies to the proposed uses. Based on the 
annual net increase in water demand of the proposed project (106.15 million gallons 442.4 
acre-feet per year), estimated annual emissions of GHGs attributable to the proposed project 
from water supplies would be 194252 metric tons CO2e per year.  
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Response to Comment 10-19 

Table 5.2-19 has been amended to reflect the correct appendix reference, as shown above in 
Response to Comment 10-17. 

Response to Comment 10-20 

Regarding the requested language change, the timing of each mitigation measure, and the actions 
to be taken to ensure each measure is implemented, are included in the Mitigation Monitoring 
Program, which is provided in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR.  Therefore, no change to Mitigation 
Measure 5.2-9 is necessary. 

Response to Comment 10-21 

The City of Auburn reviewed the recommended measures and added those that were not already 
included in Mitigation Measures 5.2-2 and 5.2-9, and that were appropriate for the project and the 
City.  The revised measures are shown below. 

PA2 

5.2-2  a) The following measures shall apply to residential uses: 

a(1) Open burning of any kind shall be prohibited.   

b(2) The following or equally effective measures shall be incorporated into 
building plans and/or specifications prior to issuance of building permits 
for residential uses. 

i. Natural gas lines shall be extended to backyards and patio areas for 
use with outdoor cooking appliances, where gas lines are available. 

ii. Electrical outlets shall be installed on the exterior of residential 
structures to promote the use of electrical landscape equipment.  

iii. Energy-conserving features shall be provided as options for home 
buyers, such as energy star appliances, radiant roof barriers, roofing 
material and additional insulation. 

iv. All heating and cooling units (HVAC) shall have a seasonal energy 
efficiency rating (SEER) of a minimum of 16 or the SEER required by 
Title 24, whichever is higher. 

v. All residential units within the subdivision shall include, at the 
builder’s discretion, at least one of the following: 

 At least one “tankless” water heater per house, or  

 Upgraded insulation in all walls and ceilings that exceeds Title 24 
requirements in place at the time that the building permit is 
issued. 
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vi. In single-family residences, consistent with Rule 225, only U.S. EPA 
Phase II certified wood-burning devices shall be allowed.  The 
emission potential from each residence shall not exceed a cumulative 
total of 7.5 grams per hour for all devices.  Masonry fireplaces shall 
have either an EPA certified Phase II wood burning device or shall be 
a U.L. Listed Decorative Gas Appliance. 

vii. In multifamily units (i.e., condos, townhomes, or other attached 
units), consistent with Rule 225, only natural gas or propane-fired 
fireplace appliances shall be installed.  Wood burning or pellet 
appliances shall not be installed permitted in multifamily units.  

c(3) The following or equally effective measures shall apply to commercial 
uses: 

i. All truck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one 110/208 
volt power outlet for every two dock doors.  

ii. Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling more than five minutes and 
shall be required to connect to the 110/208 volt power to run any auxiliary 
equipment.  Signage shall be provided. 

iii. Commercial uses shall indicate preferential parking spaces for 
employees that carpool/vanpool/rideshare as required by the Placer 
County APCD.  Such stalls shall be clearly demarcated with appropriate 
signage. 

PA2 

5.2-9 d) Concurrent with a request for rezoning for commercial/retail parcels, tThe 
project proponent for the commercial/retail development shall submit to the 
City a plan for informing project employees of commute options, transit 
services, and bike and pedestrian facilities. 

e) Concurrent with commercial and retail development, the project applicant 
shall ensure The landscape plan shall demonstrate that the tree planting 
program provides will achieve 50% tree shading within 15 years to reduce 
radiation and encourage the reduction of greenhouse gases. 

f)   Concurrent with commercial and retail development, the project applicant 
shall submit an Energy Conservation Plan that would achieve a minimum 
15 percent reduction over 2008 Title 24 energy regulations, or that achieves 
the requirements of the then-current regulations, whichever is more stringent.  
The Energy Conservation Plan may achieve the reduction through the use of 
the following or other measures. 

 Building orientation that takes into consideration circulation patterns, and 
the timing of sunlight and shade. 

 Efficient lighting and lighting control measures. 
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 Use of daylight to provide light. 

 Light colored “cool” roofs. 

 “Cool” paving materials. 

 Light emitting diodes (LEDs) for street and other outdoor lighting. 

 Solar or tankless water heaters. 

 Energy efficient HVAC systems. 

 Water-efficient landscaping. 

 Water-efficient irrigation systems and devices. 

 Water-efficient fixtures and appliances. 

 Restricted watering methods. 

 Low-impact development practices to control stormwater runoff. 

 Reuse and recycling of construction and demolition waste. 

 Low and zero-emission vehicles. 
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LETTER 11: George Lay, Placer County Museums Division  

Response to Comment 11-1 

Section 5.4, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR addresses effects on Bloomer Cut associated with 
the proposed new bridge.  Resource integrity was considered in the EIR analysis of potential project 
impacts on Bloomer Cut.  As stated on page 5.4-34 of the Draft EIR, it was determined that the 
construction of a bridge across Bloomer Cut could diminish the integrity of the resource’s integrity of 
setting. However, it is the professional opinion of PBS&J’s senior architectural historian and 
historian, both of whom who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications 
Standards for their respective disciplines, that the proposed bridge would not cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of the historical resource, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.5.  Because the bridge would not result in a significant effect on the environment as 
determined under CEQA, the impact is considered less than significant.   

While the Draft EIR acknowledges the historic setting of Bloomer Cut is exceptionally well preserved, 
it is the physical features of the cut (i.e., the hand-hewn walls and the railroad tracks that extend 
through the cut) that define the resource and convey its historic significance.  As stated in U.S. 
Department of the Interior, National Park Service Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register 
Criteria for Evaluation, to retain historic integrity:  

It is not necessary for a property to retain all its historic physical features or characteristics. The 
property must retain, however, the essential physical features that enable it to convey its historic 
identity. The essential physical features are those features that define both why a property is 
significant and when it was significant. They are the features without which a property can no 
longer be identified as, for instance, a late-nineteenth-century dairy barn or an early-twentieth-
century commercial district.1 

With construction of a bridge over Bloomer Cut, the resource would retain its essential physical 
features that convey its association with the First Transcontinental Railroad. The resource would 
remain clearly identifiable as a railroad cut, and the proposed bridge would not materially alter any 
physical characteristics of the historical resource that convey its historical significance and that 
justify its eligibility for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Resources (NRHP) and the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).  While the relatively undisturbed setting of 
Bloomer Cut is a contributing factor to its historic significance, it is not the defining characteristic that 
conveys its historic identify.  Consequently, the construction of a bridge across Bloomer Cut would 
not meet the CEQA-defined standard of “substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
historical resource,” and the impact would be less than significant.   

While no mitigation is required for less-than-significant impacts, the Draft EIR includes 
recommended measures to promote greater public awareness and appreciation of historic-era 
railroad resources in proximity to the proposed project.  Specifically, the Draft EIR recommends that 
the project applicant install commemorative markers that explain the historic significance of the area 

                                                 
1  U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register 

Criteria for Evaluation <http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/>, accessed August 16, 
2010. 
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prepared in consultation with a professional historian or other qualified individuals and in 
coordination with the City of Auburn Community Development Department in close proximity to 
historic-era railroad resources. 
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LETTER 12: George Lay and Ralph Gibson, Placer County 
Museums Division  

Response to Comment 12-1 

Please see Response to Comment 11-1 for a detailed response to the concern raised regarding 
Bloomer Cut. Please see Response to Comment 12-3 for a detailed response to the concern 
regarding the mining site labeled as BR12H. 

Response to Comment 12-2 

Please see Response to Comment 11-1. 

Response to Comment 12-3 

As discussed on page 5.4-25 of the Draft EIR, feature BR12H was recommended as a contributing 
element to the mining district.  It is located well to the south of the other mining features that 
constitute the potential mining district. Nonetheless, the feature was conservatively included as a 
contributor to the potential mining district for the purposes of the EIR analysis.  

It is the professional opinion of the senior archaeological investigator for the EIR that BR12H does 
not appear to be individually eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Resources or the 
California Register of Historical Resources. BR12H does not include any unique or distinctive 
features, equipment, or structures (such as those that were identified at the California Mine within 
the potential mining district) and it is not the best example of a mining resource or the most 
representative of its kind.  Except for CA-PLA-1752H and BR12H, the sites and resources that 
comprise the mining district are to the northwest of the UPRR tracks.  These resources are linked by 
their close proximity to each other, and by the canal (BR6H) and series of roads (BR7H) that lead 
directly to the mining resources. The area between I-80 and the UPRR forms the core of the mining 
district. Resources Ca-PLA-1725H and BR12H are located to the east of the UPRR tracks, 
approximately 0.25 miles from the other resources in the mining district.  In contrast to the other 
resources, neither CA-PLA-1752H nor BR12H are linked to the other resources via a canal or road 
system and are well outside of the main area of the mining district. The features that comprise 
BR12H, include the mining pits, adits, trench, tailings piles, a possible sluice and a large drainage, 
are features that are not unique to BR12H and can be readily found at the other resources in the 
mining district and located within the resource boundaries.  BR12H is a common mining resource, 
does not contain any features or artifacts that make BR12H unique. 

For these reasons, the potential historic mining district would retain adequate integrity to be 
recommended as eligible even with the loss of BR12H. Because the loss of BR12H would not 
substantially alter the integrity of the potential mining district, this impact is considered less than 
significant. 
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Response to Comment 12-4 

Please see Responses to Comments 11-1 and 12-3. 

Response to Comment 12-5 

The comment does not provide evidence that the report is inadequate.  As discussed in Responses 
to Comments 11-1, 12-1 and 12-3, the cultural resource report was prepared by qualified 
professionals according to appropriate professional standards.  

As discussed in Response to Comment 11-1, the impact on Bloomer Cut would not be significant, so 
no mitigation would be required. 
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LETTER 13: Michael Otten, Placer County Historical Society 

Response to Comment 13-1 

Please see responses to Letters 11 and 12 and Public Comments (PC) 21 through 24 from the 
Placer County Museum and the Placer County History Advisory Board.  The United Auburn Indian 
Community did not provide comments on the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment 13-2 

Extensive historic research was conducted for the project site as part of the EIR analysis. The North 
Central Information Center (NCIC) was contacted to prepare a cultural resource records search for 
the project site including a ¼-mile surrounding radius. Sources consulted by PBS&J included the 
Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File, the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), numerous historical resource reports and historic maps, and extensive secondary literature.  
Archival sources consulted included the California History Room of the California State Library, the 
California Geological Survey Library, and the California State Railroad Museum Library. While 
information provided by the Placer County Historical Society would have provided additional 
background on the history of the project area, the historical research conducted by PBS&J was 
sufficient to prepare the cultural resource analysis for the EIR.  The City’s cultural resource 
consultant reviewed the letters submitted to date, and did not find evidence that would alter the 
findings of the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment 13-3 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that Bloomer Cut’s historic setting remains exceptionally well preserved 
(see page 5.4-11 of the Draft EIR). Please see also Response to Comment 11-1.  

Response to Comment 13-4 

As stated on page 5.4-28 of the Draft EIR, the majority of the BRSP area has been subjected to an 
intensive archaeological pedestrian survey, but some areas could not be surveyed due to heavy 
vegetation or restricted access, and it is possible that undiscovered cultural resources could exist in 
these areas. Most unsurveyed areas would be designated open space, where archaeological 
resources, if present, would not be disturbed.  For unsurveyed areas that would be subject to 
development, Mitigation Measure 5.4-3 requires a professional who meets the Secretary of the 
Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards for Archaeology to conduct a field survey following 
vegetation clearing and prior to grading, excavation, or other earth-disturbing activities.  For any 
resource encountered in these areas that qualifies as a significant historical resource or 
archaeological resource, the mitigation measure requires that treatment of the resource follow 
standard professional procedures, including, but not limited to, avoidance, protection, capping, data 
recovery, written and photographic documentation, and/or other measures identified in California 
Public Resources Code section 21083.2. 
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Response to Comment 13-5 

Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) has indicated that the bridge footings must be setback far enough 
from the edge of Bloomer Cut to allow for a second track if and when UPRR decided to double-track 
the line.  The City is not aware of any plans for double-tracking at this time.   

As the owner of Bloomer Cut, UPRR would be involved in any effort to list the resource on the 
National Register of Historic Places.  The City is not aware of any effort to have Bloomer Cut listed 
on the National Register.  

Response to Comment 13-6 

The comment is noted.  The Draft EIR provides the historical context for Bloomer Cut, including the 
involvement of James Harvey Strobridge (see page 5.4-5 of the Draft EIR), and identifies Bloomer 
Cut as a historically significant property that appears eligible for listing on the NRHP and CRHR. 

Response to Comment 13-7 

Extensive historic and pre-historic research was conducted for the project site as part of the EIR 
analysis. Archival research was conducted by PBS&J historian Steve Smith. Sources consulted 
included the California History Room of the California State Library, the California Geological Survey 
Library, and the California State Railroad Museum Library. The Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) was also contacted to search its sacred lands database to determine whether 
any Native American cultural resources were previously identified either on or near the project site. 
The NAHC response letter stated that the sacred lands database failed to indicate the presence of 
Native American resources in the immediate project area. The NAHC letter included a list of Native 
American organizations and individuals who may have knowledge of cultural resources in the project 
area. The NAHC identified three Native American contacts for the project. As requested by the 
NAHC, letters that included a brief description of the project and a project map were sent to each 
organization/individual identified on the NAHC list. The NAHC also requests that follow-up phone 
calls be made to the Native Americans if no response is given. Follow-up telephone calls were made 
on November 2, 2007.  

PBS&J staff also conducted a reconnaissance survey of the site, an intensive archaeological 
pedestrian survey of the site, and invited representatives from the United Auburn Indian Community 
(UAIC) to visit the site.  The City of Auburn contacted the UAIC in December, 2007 to introduce the 
BRSP project and obtain UAIC input on Native American resources on the project site. Of particular 
interest to the City was UAIC input on site CA-PLA-119, a previously recorded protohistoric village 
site that is described in this report. On September 12, 2007, PBS&J Archaeologist Denise Jurich 
spoke via telephone with Yolanda Chavez, Cultural Resource Specialist with Analytical 
Environmental Services (AES), the UAIC’s environmental consultant. Ms. Jurich explained the 
proposed project and expressed an interest in an in-field meeting with any interested tribal members. 
Ultimately, a meeting with representatives from the UAIC, the City of Auburn, and PBS&J staff was 
scheduled for October 14, 2007. Two representatives from AES, Dr. Shelley McGinnis and David 
Zweiz, attended the meeting. At the conclusion of the meeting on March 3, 2008 in-field meeting with 
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Ms. Jurich, AES staff, and UAIC representatives was tentatively scheduled for January 2008. On 
January 18, 2008, Ms. Jurich met three cultural resource specialists from AES, Dr. Shelley 
McGinnis, Mike Taggart, and Yolanda Chavez. Ms Jurich showed the AES staff the area where the 
village site was believed to have been located. Dr. McGinnis stated that AES was conducting an 
interview with tribal members regarding the area and she expressed interest in returning to the area 
with tribal representatives at a later date. On February 19, 2008, Ms. Jurich and Ms. Adrienne 
Graham, a consultant retained by the City of Auburn for the current project, met with Ms. Chavez, 
Mr. Taggart, and two Native Americans: Allen E. Adams, and Grayson Coney. Mr. Adams is a UAIC 
Tribal member. Mr. Coney is not a member of the tribe, but he grew up around Auburn and is the 
Cultural Director of the Tsi-Akim Maidu Tribe in Grass Valley. Together, the group spent the day at 
the project site. A large segment of the southern portion of the project site and one location in the 
northern portion of the project site were examined for localities that had certain characteristics that 
Native Americans would have favored, such as areas of higher ground which drain well, localities 
with good exposure, and locations with access to a near-by water source. Mr. Coney identified six 
localities of concern. The areas of concern were related to the possible location of CA-PLA-119 as 
well other areas that might have been suitable for Native American habitation. 

During the surveys and site visit special care was taken to investigate, to the extent possible, all 
boulders and bedrock surfaces that might have been used as grinding locales.  Site CA-PLA-119, a 
protohistoric village site named Opule (translated as “many rock”) has been reported to be near 
Bloomer Cut.  The site location is based on the recollections of local Native Americans and has been 
described as a village with bedrock mortars; however, the site has never been precisely located by 
archaeologists or Native Americans.  PBS&J archaeologists and local Native Americans visited this 
area specifically looking for any signs of a village site. This area has been extensively disturbed. 
Many of the large boulders had been moved and overturned during development of the area and the 
underside of those boulders could not be viewed.  PBS&J archaeologists and Native Americans 
walked both sides of Bloomer Cut, looking for artifacts and features.  All rock outcrops were 
examined for signs of use as mortars.  No grinding surfaces or any Native American artifacts were 
observed by the Native Americans or professional archaeologists. An associate of the UAIC 
identified two areas (one outside of the project site) that could be CA-PLA-119.  Mitigation Measure 
5.4-2 requires that this potential site be subjected to additional investigation before it is disturbed by 
the project.  Prehistoric sites outside of the study area were not part of the study and were not 
evaluated because they would not be disturbed by the project. 

Response to Comment 13-8 

The information provided in the comment regarding Baltimore Ravine is noted. 

Response to Comment 13-9 

As noted above in Response to Comment 13-7, PBS&J contacted the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) during research of the project site.  The NAHC has no record of any sacred 
lands in the project area.  PBS&J also contacted the Native Americans listed with the NAHC.  None 
of the individuals provided specific information regarding any known burial locations. The project 
area was inhabited during prehistoric and historic-period times, and buried human remains, including 
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those interred outside of formal cemeteries, could be located on the project site.  Mitigation Measure 
5.4-6 in the Draft EIR describes the procedure that would be required to be followed in the event 
human remains are encountered during site disturbance. 

Please see also Responses to Comments PC-28 through PC-33 from Mr. Otten which addresses 
comments raised at the July 13 Planning Commission hearing. 

Response to Comment 13-10 

Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) are prepared for federal projects that could have adverse 
effects on the environment.  The proposed project does not involve federal funding or any federal 
actions at this time.  Therefore, an EIS would not be appropriate or necessary. 
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LETTER 14: Scott Johnson, Save Auburn Ravine Salmon and 
Steelhead, Inc.  

Response to Comment 14-1 

The comment reiterates information contained in the Draft EIR in Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water 
Quality.  The comment does not raise any concerns that require a response. 

Response to Comment 14-2 

The comment raises a concern that ongoing violations at the Auburn Wastewater Treatment Plant 
and stormwater runoff from the City of Auburn have negatively affected the protected fish species in 
Auburn Ravine.  As required by CEQA, the EIR only evaluated environmental effects associated with 
construction and operation of the proposed project and not existing development within the City of 
Auburn.   

Regarding wastewater flows, at full project buildout the proposed project would generate 
approximately 0.18 million gallons per day (mgd) that would require treatment at the Auburn 
Wastewater Treatment Plant, as discussed under Impact 5.10-6 on page 5.10-25.  Combined with 
existing flows there is currently adequate capacity to serve buildout of the full project. The Auburn 
Wastewater Treatment Plant is currently undergoing improvements to meet the requirements of the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board effluent discharge requirements in order to 
comply with the City’s NPDES permit.  The improvements are planned to be completed by the end of 
2010.   

As discussed in Impact 5.10-7 on page 5.10-26 of the Draft EIR, the WWTP would need to be 
expanded in the future to accommodate wastewater from new growth in the City with or without the 
proposed project.  Mitigation Measure 5.10-7 requires that the proposed project pay its fair share 
towards improvements to the WWTP needed to accommodate future growth.   

Response to Comment 14-3 

In regards to the concern associated with stormwater runoff, the project has been designed in 
accordance with the City’s Municipal Code which requires that new development include adequate 
storm drainage facilities.  As discussed in the Draft EIR on page 5.7-15, a site-specific study was 
prepared by UBORA Engineering to estimate existing storm runoff and proposed project runoff.  
Based on this study, the project includes two detention basins in Plan Area 1 and three detention 
basins in Plan Area 2.  The detention basins would reduce project stormwater runoff to 90 to 100 
percent of pre-project (existing) flows. The storm drain system would collect stormwater flows from 
impervious surfaces (i.e., roads, driveways, parking areas, sidewalks) and convey them to the 
detention basins to reduce flows into Auburn Ravine.  
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Response to Comment 14-4 

There are no plans at this time for the City of Auburn to connect to the Lincoln Regional Wastewater 
Treatment Plant.  As discussed on pages 5.10-21 and 5.10-22 of the Draft EIR, the City is 
implementing improvements to the WWTP in order to meet Regional Water Quality Control Board 
standards. 
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LETTER 15: Cathy Allen 

Response to Comment 15-1 

Please see Response to Comment 15-2. 

Response to Comment 15-2 

The Draft EIR and its traffic study specifically address peak hour traffic conditions at the intersection 
of Herdal Drive/Del Valle Drive based on operating Level of Service (LOS).  At intersections 
controlled by side street stop signs, the LOS is predicated on the length of delays experienced by 
motorists waiting to turn onto the main street (refer to Table 5.11-1 on page 5.11-13 for typical 
characteristics).  Table 5.11-7 on page 5.11-17 identifies the current LOS at the intersection, which 
is LOS A during both the a.m. and p.m. commute periods.  Development of the BRSP would 
increase the volume of traffic passing through the intersection, as illustrated in Figures 5.11-8, 
5.11-10, 5.11-12 and 5.11-14.  However, as shown in Table 5.11-16 on page 5.11-45, and 
Table 5.11-17 on page 5.11-46, development of the project would not result in conditions in excess 
of LOS C.  The minimum standard adopted by the City of Auburn is LOS D.  Thus, while residents 
would have to wait longer to turn onto Herdal Drive from Del Valle Drive after the project is 
developed, the intersection would meet City standards, and it would be possible to make left-turns 
from Del Valle Drive onto Herdal Drive.   

Response to Comment 15-3 

This comment discusses the effect of an all-way stop, which is an alternative form of traffic control 
that has been discussed for the Herdal Drive/Del Valle Drive intersection, but is not proposed by the 
project or required as mitigation in the Draft EIR.  Decisions with regards to installation of traffic 
control devices are made by the City of Auburn with consideration of guidelines contained in the 
California Manual of Uniform Control Devices (CMUTCD).  Section 2B.07 of the CMUTCD notes that 
all-way stop controls are used where the volume of traffic on intersecting roads is approximately 
equal and further describes volume criteria for installation of all-way stops.  In this case, the volume 
of traffic on Del Valle Drive is much less than that forecast for Herdal Drive.  Thus, while an all-way 
stop would reduce the length of delays for Del Valle Drive motorists, it could increase delays for 
traffic on Herdal Drive. An all-way stop is not recommended at this time, but as with all intersections 
throughout the city, the City of Auburn will monitor future traffic conditions and evaluate the need for 
traffic controls as conditions dictate. 

Response to Comment 15-4 

No more than 75 units would be permitted in Plan Area 1 prior to the completion of the Herdal 
Werner Connector.  The Connector is intended to provide a secondary access for Plan Area 1, but is 
not expected to divert substantial Plan Area 1 traffic away from Herdal Drive.  As shown in 
Figure 5.11-6a of the Draft EIR, the traffic analysis assumes that 100 percent of Plan Area traffic 
(2,150 daily trips, as shown in Table 5.11-12) would use Herdal Drive. At buildout of the full BRSP, 
60 percent of project trips (approximately 6,600 daily vehicles) would use Herdal Drive.  Thus, if later 
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portions of the project (e.g., Plan Area 2) do not develop, there would be fewer trips on Herdal Drive 
than if the full BRSP develops.   

Response to Comment 15-5 

The “Tunnel Fire” of 1991 in the Oakland Hills was the event that created significant changes not 
only in fire safety for communities but overall emergency responses throughout the entire state of 
California. Key fire safety issues focused on water supply, ignition resistant construction, access, 
egress/ingress, fire hazard severity zones, and fuel modification for wildfire safety. All of these key 
issues resulted in legislative changes that have been incorporated into State Standards required to 
be incorporated into local standards and ordinances to meet potential risks associated with wildfire 
at the local level.  The City of Auburn has incorporated such standards by ordinance into the 
Municipal Code that meet and or exceed State requirements due to the vulnerability of the 
community to wildfire. 

The specific area of concern as stated in this comment relates to access with emergency vehicles 
entering an emergency situation while civilians exit/retreat from that same emergency situation.  
Access for egress and ingress during the Oakland Hills event was inadequate in many instances.  
The inadequacies included narrow roads, dead end roads, lack of turnouts and turnarounds, and 
steep grades. In many cases the only way out was the only way in for emergency. For the proposed 
project, all of these inadequacies have been addressed through application of code and ordinance 
requirements. In most instances the requirements as set forth by the City exceed the requirements 
as set forth by the State, such as road width (traffic lanes greater than 9 feet in width); grades (not to 
exceed 15 percent, turnarounds); having a radius of 48 feet or greater, and the requirement of a true 
“Emergency Access”; and non-gated two way traffic use in the event of an emergency on an “all 
weather” surface. The road system for the proposed project has been designed to allow two ways 
out as well as two ways in, in addition to the “Emergency Access” for a total of three access points. 
The “looping” road system provides for continuous traffic movement to one of the three means of 
egress while providing a means of ingress for emergency resources. Also required along all access 
ways is fuel modification; reduction of flammable vegetation along roadways of which would add an 
additional element of safety in the time of need. These access requirements in conjunction with 
water supply, ignition resistant construction, and fuel modification programs would greatly reduce the 
risk of wildfire destruction to the proposed project and is within Auburn City Standards, which in 
some cases exceed state standards. 

Response to Comment 15-6 

Mitigation Measure 5.11-1 on page 5.11-59 requires the project proponent to improve the Auburn-
Folsom Road/Herdal Drive intersection.  This improvement would take the form of re-striping the 
eastbound Herdal Drive approach to provide a separate left turn lane.  No changes to the striping on 
Auburn-Folsom Road at this intersection are required.   

The extent to which motorists must sit through more than one traffic signal cycle can be equated to 
the projected Level of Service, as noted in the discussion on page 10-16 in Chapter 10 of the 
Highway Capacity Manual.  When the Level of Service is good (i.e., LOS A or B) many motorists do 
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not stop at all and motorists are rarely required to sit through more than one traffic signal cycle in 
order to clear the intersection.  When conditions reach LOS C some motorists on selected 
approaches may occasionally sit through more than one cycle (i.e., cycle failure).  At LOS D, 
congestion becomes more noticeable, many vehicles stop and individual cycle failures become more 
noticeable.  When LOS E is reached, motorists frequently sit through more than one signal cycle.   

With the prescribed mitigation measures, the LOS at the Auburn-Folsom Road/Herdal Drive 
intersection under Existing Plus Area 1 and 2 conditions is LOS B in the a.m. peak hour and LOS D 
in the p.m. peak hour.  Both conditions satisfy minimum City of Auburn standards.  As noted above, 
motorists would rarely if ever sit through more than one signal cycle in the a.m. peak hour but may 
sit through more than one cycle during the p.m. peak hour. 

Response to Comment 15-7 

In August 2009, Ubora Engineering & Planning performed a sight-distance analysis for the existing 
intersections along Herdal Drive.  Included in this analysis was the driveway exiting the commercial 
property located on the southwest corner of Herdal Drive and Auburn-Folsom Road (i.e., the former 
"Starbucks driveway").  The analysis found that at each intersection, the minimum required stopping 
sight-distance (150-feet for a 25 mph design speed) is met or exceeded.  The analysis also found 
that at the "Starbucks driveway", minimum stopping sight-distance is available.  The analysis 
suggested that minor pruning of frontage landscaping could further improve site distance, but a 
recent assessment by the City Engineer concluded that such pruning was not necessary. 

Response to Comment 15-8 

The Herdal Drive access is part of the circulation plan proposed by the BRSP, and as such is 
evaluated in the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR analyzes the project as proposed, and does not evaluate 
options or alternatives, except in Chapter 7, Alternatives, which identifies alternatives that would 
reduce or avoid significant impacts of the proposed project.  The Draft EIR evaluates the effects of 
extending Herdal Drive, including increased traffic on Herdal Drive and noise at adjacent residences.  
The Draft EIR does not identify significant and unavoidable impacts specific to the Herdal Drive 
entrance to the project, so there was no need to include different access options in the alternatives 
analysis.  Nonetheless, several alternative access options, including Pacific Street, were briefly 
addressed (see pages 7-4 through 7-7 of the Draft EIR). 

Regarding the easement behind the park, on October 11, 1968 the City of Auburn deeded to the 
Auburn Area Recreation and Park District (ARD) roughly 23 acres of land on Recreation Drive.  
Today that land is developed with Recreation Park and includes a multi-purpose building, pool, two 
ball fields, volleyball, children’s play areas, passive park area, and recreation district maintenance 
facilities. The action to deed the land to ARD reserved two public easements for the City for future 
rights-of-way.  The first included Recreation Drive extending south 1,200 feet from Racetrack Street, 
while the second was a roughly 550 foot long easement extending eastward from the southern 
terminus of Recreation Drive through Recreation Park to the railroad easement near Auburn-Folsom 
Road. 
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On March 14, 1977, the Auburn City Council passed Resolution 77-27, vacating the easements 
referenced above.  After receiving comments from “many interested citizens” as part of an overflow 
crowd, the City Council found that:  1) the street easements were unnecessary for present or 
prospective street purposes; 2) that the streets would increase traffic through Recreation Park, 
thereby increasing hazards for playing children and other park users; 3) that the area to the 
southwest of the Park has other present and potential accesses; and 4) that the establishment of 
streets on the easements would unreasonably overburden key streets in the area with increased 
traffic. 

There was never an easement or right-of-way from the Grand Oaks project to the plan area, so this 
access alternative was never “given up” by the City.  In some of the previous planning proposals and 
studies, an access point from Indian Hill Road through the area now occupied by Grand Oaks was 
shown as one of a number of possible ways of providing access to the Urban Reserve.  The 
planning proposals were not adopted.  Once the Grand Oaks subdivision was constructed that 
access became infeasible because it would require the removal of existing development. 

Cost is only one consideration when assessing the possible ways to provide access to the Urban 
Reserve.  As discussed on page 7-7 of the Draft EIR, using Pacific Street to access the proposed 
project would require substantial fill to create a 30-foot high roadway embankment, a bridge 150 to 200 
feet long to span the railroad tracks and two bridges across the ravines.  In addition to being more 
costly, this access would have greater impacts on visual and biological resources than the proposed 
Herdal Drive extension and would require acquisition of approximately 1,000 feet of right-of-way. 

The Draft EIR addresses those “quality of life” issues that are related to environmental effects, 
including visual resources (Section 5.1), air quality (Section 5.2), biological resources (Section 5.4), 
noise (Section 5.9), public services (Section 5.10), traffic (Section 5.11) and utilities (Section 5.11).  
Where an impact is identified that would exceed the standard of significance, mitigation is 
recommended.  Ultimately, the Planning Commission and the City Council, as the elected 
representatives of the City’s residents, would determine whether the benefits of the project would 
outweigh the environmental costs, and would document those benefits in a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, which must be adopted before action can be taken on the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 15-9 

Weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic counts were taken at study intersections.  Appendix N to 
the Draft EIR contains the results of these traffic counts.  As noted in the Draft EIR on page 5.11-10, 
counts were taken in October 2007, December 2007, July 2007 and October 2009.  Schools were in 
session in October and December.  Counts at two intersections were taken in July 2007 when 
schools would not be in session. These counts were at Herdal Drive/Del Valle Drive and Herdal 
Drive/Quinn Way, as noted on page 5.11-13.  The a.m. peak hour counts at these intersections were 
adjusted upwards to account for the seasonal effects of school traffic at these locations.  

CEQA does not require that the Draft EIR analysis be continually updated to reflect changes in the 
environment over time.  Generally, the description of the physical environment reflects conditions at 
the time that the Notice of Preparation is released (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)).  For the 
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BRSP, the Notice of Preparation was released in December 2007, and the traffic counts conducted 
in 2007 would be reflective of that period.  Additional counts were conducted where necessary to 
support or refine the traffic analysis.  This included a count conducted at the Maidu Drive/Auburn-
Folsom Road intersection in 2010 due to the closure of Alta Vista Elementary School. 

 Changes have occurred to many Auburn area schools over the past few years, with some schools 
closing or converting and others changing enrollment boundaries.  In this case, Skyridge Elementary 
School is located in the study area off Maidu Drive east of Auburn-Folsom Road.  The Placer Union 
School District reports that the enrollment at Skyridge Elementary was 480 students in 2007.  With 
changes to community demographics, including the conversion of Alta Vista Elementary School in 
2008, the enrollment at Skyridge rose to 660 in the 2009-2010 school year.   

The operation of Skyridge Elementary School with a greater number of students could have an effect 
on the volume of traffic on study area roads, particularly during the a.m. peak hour.  At the average 
trip generation rate reported by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) an additional 180 
students could result in 81 more trips (i.e., 45 more trips to and 36 from the school) than were 
occurring in the 2007 a.m. peak hour when the traffic counts were taken.  A total of 27 trips (13 
inbound and 14 outbound) would be expected during the p.m. peak hour. 

Regional access to Skyridge Elementary is via Maidu Drive.  New students previously attending Alta 
Vista Elementary could travel to Skyridge via local streets such as Carolyn Street, Poet Smith 
Riverview Drive and Katherine Way, but most of the increase would be expected on Auburn-Folsom 
Road. 

To determine whether school traffic could be an issue a new a.m. peak hour traffic count was taken 
at the Auburn-Folsom Road/Maidu Drive intersection when local schools were in session.  The total 
peak hour volume in 2010 was 1,353 vehicles, which was lower than the volume in 2007 when 1,475 
vehicles were counted (reduced traffic volumes are not unusual since the economic recession).  
Because the overall volume has been reduced, the analysis using year 2007 data continues to 
represent a conservative assessment of project impacts. 

Response to Comment 15-10 

The Urban Reserve is the largest contiguous piece of undeveloped land in the City of Auburn, so the 
BRSP is considered a large project for the City.  The plan area has been designated Urban Reserve 
for master planned development since the late 1970s.  There have been prior plans proposed for the 
Urban Reserve, but none of those plans proceeded through the approval process.   

The comment that the proposed project would change the character of Auburn does not address the 
Draft EIR, but is hereby forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  It should be noted 
that the BRSP is similar in many respects to existing Auburn development.  The low density 
residential designation proposed for the edges of the BRSP is similar to surrounding subdivisions.  
Buildings with retail uses on the ground floor and residences on the upper floors, such as envisioned 
for the mixed-use areas within the BRSP community core (future Plan Area 2), is conceptually 
similar to buildings found in Auburn’s Old Town and downtown.  The BRSP provides for extensive 
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open space (about 140 acres, over half of the BRSP area), which would retain much of the existing 
character of the plan area.  The proposed densities in the Study Areas (with 2 acre minimums) 
would retain the existing large lot residential character. 

The BRSP would not result in any physical changes to Old Town, downtown or older Auburn 
neighborhoods.  Most daily project traffic is not expected to travel through these areas, because they 
are not primary commute routes.   

As discussed in Chapter 4, Land Use and Demographics, the proposed project is expected to have a 
population of approximately 1,850 residents, which would increase the City’s population by 
approximately 13.5 percent over existing levels.  The project population would be part of the 
population growth anticipated for the City as a whole, resulting in a projected population of almost 
18,000 by 2035.   

For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially alter the existing character of the 
City. 

There have been two proposed Specific Plans previously prepared for the Urban Reserve, both of 
which included substantial residential development (in fact more units than proposed in the BRSP) 
as well as commercial development.  The City has not adopted Specific Plans in any other areas of 
the city.   

Response to Comment 15-11 

Auburn-Folsom Road is designated an Arterial in the Auburn General Plan.  However, even with full 
occupancy of the BRSP the volume of traffic on Auburn-Folsom Road will remain far below that 
reported today on State Route 49 (SR 49).  While the raw traffic volume is not itself a measure of 
significance, as shown in Table A below, current volumes on SR 49 would generally be much higher 
than the Existing Plus BRSP volumes forecast for Auburn-Folsom Road. 
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TABLE A 
 

COMPARISON OF PEAK HOUR SEGMENT VOLUMES ON 
SR 49 AND ON AUBURN-FOLSOM ROAD 

Street From To 
Peak Hour Volume

AM PM

Existing Conditions 
Auburn-Folsom Rd Maidu Dr Herdal Drive 1,225 1,330 
Auburn-Folsom Rd Herdal Dr Sacramento St (N) 1,180 1,260 
Grass Valley Hwy Lincoln Way EB I-80 ramps 1,580 1,560 
Grass Valley Hwy WB I-80 ramps Elm Avenue 2,595* 2,675* 
Grass Valley Hwy Dorothy Way Marguerite Mine Rd 2,527* 2,482* 
Grass Valley Hwy Live Oak Ln Luther Rd 2,773* 3,264* 

Existing Plus BRSP Plan Area 1 

Auburn-Folsom Rd Maidu Drive 
Herdal Drive 1,225 1,330 
project only 105 130 

Total 1,330 1,460

Auburn-Folsom Rd Herdal Drive 
Sacramento St (N) 1,180 1,260 
Project only 70 85 

Total 1,250 1,345

Existing Plus BRSP Build Out (Plan Areas 1 & 2) 

Auburn-Folsom Rd Maidu Dr 
Herdal Road 1,225 1,330 
Project only 200 520 

Total 1,425 1,850

Auburn-Folsom Rd Herdal Drive 
Sacramento St (N) 1,180 1,260 
Project only 105 135 

Total 1,285 1,395
Note: 
* SR 49 data from Placer County’s Bohemia Center DEIR 

Source:  Kittleson & Associates, Inc. 2010. 

 

Response to Comment 15-12 

The City has identified a number of objectives for the proposed project, which are listed on pages 3-
7 through 3-9 of the Draft EIR.  Several of these objectives have bearing on financial aspects of the 
project: 

 Create a Specific Plan that is fiscally feasible to develop. 

 Ensure that public services and utilities for existing residents are maintained and/or 
enhanced.  

 Ensure that the Specific Plan is self-sufficient and will generate financial resources to 
fund construction of project-related infrastructure systems, and will support or augment 
existing facilities and services, at no negative impact to existing residents or rate-payers. 

The financial viability of the Specific Plan is important, because the City would not want to approve a 
plan that could never be developed.  In the current economic climate, the project may take longer to 
build out than it would have in a more prosperous economy, but the BRSP does appear to include a 
level and mix of land uses that would be financially viable over time, given anticipated growth in the 
City.   
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As indicated in the above objectives, the project should generate enough revenue to pay for the 
infrastructure and services needed to serve project development.  A fiscal analysis was prepared by 
Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (November 2009), and subject to peer review by Bay Area 
Economics, to determine whether taxes, fees and other revenue from Plan Area 1 of the proposed 
project would fully offset the increased costs of providing services to the Plan Area 1.  The fiscal 
analysis concluded that Plan Area 1 would have a short-fall of approximately $38,000, or $140 per 
residential unit.2  The Development Agreement includes a provision for the payment of the $38,000 
short-fall, which would fully fund the offset, rendering Plan Area 1 revenue neutral.  Future Plan 
Area 2 would be subject to a similar fiscal analysis when its development application is submitted to 
the City. 

An increase in tax revenue is not specifically one of the project objectives, although the proposed 
project could increase tax revenue directly, particularly sales tax revenue from commercial uses, and 
indirectly by stimulating economic activity.  Typically, residential development (which would 
constitute the majority of the project development) does not generate a substantial net increase in 
tax revenue.   

Response to Comment 15-13 

Please see Responses to Comments 11-1, 12-3, and 13-4, which explain that the cultural resource 
evaluation was conducted according to accepted professional standards, and adequately evaluate 
impacts on cultural resources.  See also Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR, which contains a thorough 
analysis of potential impacts on cultural resources. 

Response to Comment 15-14 

The comment does not address the Draft EIR, CEQA process, or any specifics concerning the 
project, so no response is required.  However, the comment is hereby forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment 15-15 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Nonetheless, the comment is 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration and the following response is provided for 
the readers’ and decision-makers information.  

The City of Auburn has long-identified the importance of development in southwest Auburn.  Over 30 
years ago, with the 1977 General Plan, the City recognized the potential for development of the 
southwest Auburn area and designated the area as Urban Reserve.  This designation recognized 
the importance of planning for the area in a comprehensive fashion by requiring a master plan for 
future development. The BRSP, if adopted, would serve as the master plan for future development 
of the Urban Reserve.   

                                                 
2  Tim Youmans, Richard Davis & Janelle Santos, Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., Memorandum, 

November 2, 2009, p. 2. 



4. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 

 
 
Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan Project 4-61 Final Environmental Impact Report  
P:\Projects - WP Only\+10000\7145 BRSP\FEIR\4.0 RTC.docx November 2010 

Over the last 30 years, the south Auburn area (i.e., the area on either side of Auburn-Folsom Road 
and Indian Hill Road, south of Maidu Drive and west of Shirland Tract) has seen similar 
development.  Since the 1980s, ±700 units (out of over 825 approved units) have been constructed 
in over 13 subdivisions.  In addition, the area has seen the development of 40,000 square feet of 
office space with additional vacant commercial land available.  

While the total number of units proposed in the BRSP is large for a single project, the average 
density of less than 3 units per acre is consistent with other development in Auburn.  The BRSP 
would take a number of years to build out, and would increase the City’s population over existing 
conditions by approximately 13 percent, which is well within the anticipated growth in residents 
projected to make up the City’s population by 2035. 

Regarding the decision-making process, the BRSP and Study Areas project has been subject to 
public review for several years.  The project application was received by the City in 2007, and a 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR was published in December 2007.  A scoping meeting was 
held in January 2008.  Subsequently, the BRSP land use plan was revised and a revised NOP was 
publicly circulated.  The BRSP document has been on the City’s website since October 2009.  The 
Draft EIR was published in June 2010.  The project has been the subject of several public meetings 
and/or hearings, and tours of the project site were provided to the public, Commission and Council in 
March through May, 2010.  The Planning Commission met on September 21, 2010, to review the 
project, and is scheduled to take action in November 2010.  The City Council would consider the 
project at some point after the Planning Commission takes action.  Given the project history and 
timeline, the decision making process has not been rushed.   
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LETTER 16: John Benbow 

Response to Comment 16-1 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but is hereby forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment 16-2 

Please see Response to Comment 15-11.  

Response to Comment 16-3 

Please see Response to Comment 15-12 for a discussion of the fiscal analysis, and the revenue-
neutrality of the project.  Per the Development Agreement, some components of the project will be 
funded directly by the applicant, others will be funded through payment of fees and/or triggers that 
occur as development proceeds.  
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LETTER 17:  Victoria Connolly 

Response to Comment 17-1 

The environmental effects of the proposed 90,000 square feet (sf) of mixed-use space in Future Plan 
Area 2 were analyzed as part of the project throughout the EIR.  No socio-economic or urban decay 
analysis was prepared because the proposed project does not include the type of development that 
would be large enough or competitive enough to displace substantial numbers of existing retail 
establishments.  In addition, the type of tenants is not known at this time. 

The BRSP provides for up to 90,000 sf of mixed-use space, which could be all retail, all residential or 
a combination of the two.  The 90,000 sf would be spread across 4 parcels separated by streets. 
The BRSP envisions that the areas designated mixed-use would include a combination of 
residential, retail and office space in various combinations, such as retail stores and restaurants on 
the ground floor with residences and/or offices on upper floors. The tenants for the mixed-use 
parcels would depend on the development proposal for Future Plan Area 2 and market conditions. 

The mixed-use parcels are not large enough to support a large discount or super-store, such as a 
Wal-Mart or Costco (which are typically over 100,000 sf). For example, the largest parcel, Parcel 41, 
could have up to 41,200 sf of mixed-use space.  Rather, the retail uses are intended to be primarily 
neighborhood serving.  As such, the mixed-use development would not be expected to compete with 
existing and future retail uses elsewhere in the region to the extent that there would be extensive 
store closures resulting in urban decay or blight. 

Response to Comment 17-2 

The comment refers to the first and second complete paragraphs on page 6-6 of the Draft EIR, 
which discuss the potential for the project to induce growth.  The multiplier effect refers to the 
mechanism by which a project can induce growth.  The primary source of permanent employment 
attributable to a project is the number of jobs created by new non-residential development.  In the 
case of the BRSP, any retail or office uses in the proposed 90,000 square feet of mixed-use 
development would require employees.  This employment growth would be considered a direct 
effect of the project.  Those employees, along with residents, would then spend their money in the 
region for goods and services largely provided outside of the project site itself.  This increased 
economic activity could lead to additional employment growth as a secondary effect of the project.  
As indicated on page 6-6 of the Draft EIR, this employment growth would be dispersed throughout 
the City and region, and it would be speculative to assign the growth to specific areas.  CEQA does 
not require the evaluation of such speculative effects, or the associated impacts.  It should be noted 
that such effects would be diffused because the indirect employment attributable to the project would 
be relatively small and would be spread throughout the County and beyond. 

Response to Comment 17-3 

Please see Response to Comment 17-1. 
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LETTER 18: Cecelia Dalton 

Response to Comment 18-1 

The Draft EIR addresses potential impacts to both protected plant and animal species as well as 
those common species that are not protected by any federal, state, or regional regulations.  
Specifically, Section 5.3, Biological Resources, describes the biological resources present in the 
area and potential habitat; identifies special-status plant, wildlife, and fish species that could occur 
within the project site; and discusses applicable federal, state, and regional regulations pertaining to 
protection of plant, wildlife, and fish species.  Impact 5.3-8 on page 5.3-35 addresses potential 
impacts to common wildlife such as raccoons, skunks, coyotes, and rabbits. Bobcats and opossums 
would also fit into the category of common wildlife discussed in Impact 5.3-8.  

As discussed in the Draft EIR, development of the BRSP and Study Areas would displace resident 
wildlife species.  Resident wildlife species are defined by the City to include common wildlife such as 
deer, wild turkeys, California quail, band-tailed pigeons, and mourning doves.  These species are 
identified in the City’s General Plan as important wildlife species. However, the General Plan does 
not include policies that would restrict development to protect them.  Additionally, while the proposed 
project would result in the displacement of these species, it would not result in a significant decline of 
their population or their range.  These species are known to co-exist with development and move 
into the undeveloped open space and adjacent areas that have limited development. Further, the 
project proposes to preserve approximately 141 acres of open space, which would continue to 
provide habitat for these species.  

For the above reasons, impacts to these species are not considered significant and no mitigation is 
required.  

Response to Comment 18-2 

During construction, some displaced wildlife may move out of the areas being disturbed.  As 
discussed on page 5.6-28, most of the areas where construction would occur would be separated 
from existing residences by open space and, in some cases, the 400-foot UPRR right-of-way. The 
only streets adjacent to or near the plan area are Werner Road, Rogers Lane and Perry Ranch 
Road, which carry very little traffic.  It is anticipated that wildlife would generally migrate to open 
space areas or the railroad right-of-way, rather than traveling through or to urbanized areas. For 
these reasons, the project is not expected to result in major collisions with wildlife or dangerous 
interactions between wildlife and existing residents.  

Response to Comment 18-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment 15-9 regarding traffic counts.  
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Response to Comment 18-4 

In urban areas the quality of traffic flow is generally governed by the operation of major intersections 
rather than the absolute capacity of street segments between intersections.  In this case, the Draft 
EIR traffic analysis addressed operating Levels of Service at the two existing un-signalized 
intersections on Herdal Drive and at the signalized Auburn-Folsom Road/Herdal Drive intersection.  
The analysis determined that with identified mitigation these locations will operate at a Level of 
Service that satisfies City of Auburn minimum standards with full build out of BRSP.   

Response to Comment 18-5 

The Southwest Area Access Study (study) for the City of Auburn, Cranmer Engineering (June 1985) 
was one of several studies prepared in the 1980s that focused on development in the south Auburn 
area.  That study identified alternatives for accessing the Baltimore Ravine area.  The study did 
identify Herdal Drive as a Minor Residential Collector (i.e., 40-foot paved width). 

The study suggested the use of minor collector streets to provide access to the BRSP area and 
considered options for one and no railroad crossings.  The study discussed Bloomer Cut access, 
and identified Oak Street or Herdal Drive as potential access points to what is now Auburn-Folsom 
Road.  The text on page 16 states “it is recommended that the access road be limited to Herdal 
Drive only or an alternative alignment, as shown in Exhibit 2” (i.e., access Alternative #1). Exhibit 4B 
notes capacity of the minor collector streets identified under Alternative #1 as 10,000 vehicles per 
day at LOS C.  This capacity threshold would be applicable to Herdal Drive and is greater than the 
volume of traffic projected for Herdal Drive with development of the BRSP.  Thus, no information in 
the 1985 study contradicts the conclusions of the traffic analysis contained in the BRSP Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment 18-6 

Please see Response to Comment 15-8 regarding access options.  As discussed in Response to 
Comment 18-4, Herdal Drive and the associated intersections have adequate capacity to handle the 
traffic generated by the project. 
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LETTER 19: Michael W. Emmert 

Response to Comment 19-1  

Responses are provided to all comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis received during 
the Draft EIR review period (June 8 through July 23, 2010) in this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 19-2 

The Draft EIR provides a thorough analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed project pursuant 
to PRC Section 15000 et seq.  The Draft EIR is prepared under the auspices of the City of Auburn, 
as Lead Agency, and was prepared by a consultant under contract to the City of Auburn.  Any 
reports used in the Draft EIR analysis that were prepared by the applicant’s consultants were subject 
to peer review.  The Draft EIR is intended to be an objective evaluation of the proposed project, and 
does not reflect any staff or other recommendations regarding whether the project should be 
approved.   

The EIR properly and completely evaluates the project, determines impacts, and develops 
appropriate mitigation, as necessary. 

The application for the BRSP was submitted to the City in 2007.  A Notice of Preparation of an EIR 
for that proposal was released to the public in December, 2007, and the City held a scoping meeting 
in January 2008 to solicit initial public comment.  Since that time, the project has been amended, 
and multiple public hearings have been held for different aspects of the project, including the public 
comment on the Draft EIR held on July 13, 2010.  The City has provided public notice for all aspects 
of the project including multiple Notices of Preparation and all public hearings.  The City’s website 
includes a link that includes postings of all notices, reports, and information relating to the BRSP and 
the BRSP EIR. 

Response to Comment 19-3 

Please also see Response to Comment 15-8.   

Response to Comment 19-4 

Within Chapter 3 “Project Description” of the Draft EIR, both the on-site and off-site proposed 
infrastructure improvements are described.  The proposed extension of, and improvements to, 
existing Herdal Drive are considered off-site improvements and are described in the “Offsite 
Improvements” section, beginning on page 3-27. 

To summarize those improvements: 

1. Roadway:  Herdal Drive currently consists of a 2-lane roadway within a 60-foot right-of-way, 
extending from Auburn-Folsom Road to Quinn Way (Herdal Drive right-of-way), containing 
36 feet of pavement with curb, gutter and sidewalk on both sides.  The extension of Herdal 
Drive is proposed as a “split” roadway (see Figure 3-6 of the DEIR) to be located within the 
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existing 60-foot right-of-way (Herdal Drive Extension right-of-way).  A standard roadway 
cross-section (similar to existing Herdal Drive) is an alternative option. 

2. Potable Water:  A 10-inch diameter PCWA water pipeline currently exists in the Herdal 
Drive right-of-way from Auburn-Folsom Road to Quinn Way.  To serve the BRSP, a 12-inch 
diameter PCWA pipeline is proposed to be installed from Auburn-Folsom Road to the project 
site, within the Herdal Drive right-of-way and the Herdal Drive Extension right-of-way. 

3. Electric & Natural Gas:  Existing electric and natural gas facilities serving the Vista Del 
Valle neighborhood currently occupy a joint-trench within the Herdal Drive right-of-way from 
Auburn-Folsom Road to Quinn Way.  To serve the BRSP, upgrades to the existing electric 
and gas facilities are proposed from Auburn-Folsom Road to Quinn Way, as well as 
extending those facilities to the project site within the Herdal Drive Extension right-of-way. 

Response to Comment 19-5 

The project objectives identify the desired outcomes of the project, and are used to select and reject 
alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124).  The project objectives do not in and of themselves 
have environmental impacts, so they are not analyzed in the Draft EIR.   

Similarly, economic feasibility is not an environmental issue (except in those cases where it could 
lead to urban decay, which would not be the case with the proposed project, as discussed in 
Response to Comment 17-1).  The City is responsible for ensuring that the project is revenue 
neutral, and had a fiscal study prepared to address that aspect of the project.  The applicant will be 
responsible for creating a successful project.  Given growth projected over the next twenty years, 
even with the recent recession, there should be adequate demand for the amount of housing 
proposed by the project.  The current market will affect the timing of that demand, and consequently 
the rate at which the project develops. Total demand for housing over decades will not be 
substantially affected by recent events, particularly given that the plan area is the only large, 
contiguous undeveloped area in the City. 

A fiscal study prepared for Plan Area 1 concluded that Plan Area 1 would result in a $38,000 short 
fall (see Response to Comment 15-12).  The Development Agreement (available on the City’s 
website) requires the applicant to pay the City this amount in order to achieve a self-funded project.  
The Development Agreement also includes various fees and mechanisms to ensure that the project 
is fully self-funded.  The City is not providing any waiver of public fees, subsidies, grants, bonds or 
loans to the project.  No Mello-Roos funding is proposed for the project at this time, and the City is 
not using its credit rating for any source of funding.   

Response to Comment 19-6 

Please see Responses to Comments 15-12 and 19-5. 
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Response to Comment 19-7 

The General Plan has several goals that speak to improved connectivity in the City’s street system, 
including: 

Circulation Element 

Goal 1:   Provide and maintain a comprehensive, safe, and efficient transportation 
system. 

Goal 2:   Create a continuous, interrelated street network that is friendly for both 
vehicular and pedestrian traffic, including, but not limited to, avoiding walled 
projects, dead-end streets, and barricades.   

Policy  

2.4   The City shall construct pedestrian and emergency vehicle access where logical 
connection can be made to existing streets, bikeways, future development or emergency 
access roads. 

Safety Element 

Goal 5:   Maintain and enhance City emergency services. 

Policy  

5.7   Open space areas shall be accessible to emergency vehicles. 

The proposed project would enhance access and circulation in south Auburn by connecting Auburn-
Folsom Road to Werner Road, and by providing a connection from Herdal Drive to Perry Ranch 
Road. 

Response to Comment 19-8 

As required by existing City practice, the proposed Development Agreement requires that wherever 
a road or portion of road is removed to install utility lines, the road will be resurfaced with 2-inch thick 
pavement across its width (from curb to curb). 

Response to Comment 19-9  

The demographic information in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR is used to provide some context for how 
the project would fit into the community and region now and in the future.  Demographic information 
is provided by the California Department of Finance, and in the case of regional data for the greater 
Sacramento valley area, by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG).  To the extent 
possible, the discussion in Chapter 4 uses the same sources in order to provide consistency. The 
estimated number of persons or houses may vary somewhat by source, and will change from year to 
year, but these differences would not substantially alter the evaluation provided in Chapter 4, which 
is intended to provide an understanding of the magnitude of change in demographics that would 
result from the project.   

Each section of Chapter 5, which evaluates the environmental impacts of the project, documents the 
existing and future conditions for the resource that is being evaluated.  For the most part, the 
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existing and future conditions described in Chapter 5 are not dependent on the demographic 
information provided in Chapter 4.  For example, the biological resource analysis is based on 
acreages of habitat present in the plan area, based on assessments of aerial photography and site 
surveys.  Existing conditions for traffic are established by conducting traffic counts.   

Response to Comment 19-10 

Please see Responses to Comments 19-9 and 19-11. 

Response to Comment 19-11 

As identified in the 2008 update to the Auburn Housing Element, the various income categories are 
defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  The Very Low category 
is for households at less than 50 percent of the area median income, the Low category is for 
households at between 50 and 80 percent of the area median income, and the Moderate category is 
for households between 80 and 120 percent of the area median income. 

HUD is also responsible for developing, on an annual basis, the area median income for various 
family sizes according to the different income categories.  The annual incomes are adopted by the 
State and are used for determining eligibility for various housing programs.  The median income for 
a family of four in Placer County was $71,000 in 2008, and increased to $72,800 in 2009. 

At least 10 percent of the housing in the BRSP will be affordable to very low, low, and moderate-
income families.  This translates to 27 affordable units for Plan Area 1 (270 units total) and 45 
affordable units in Future Plan Area 2 (455 units total), for a total of 72 affordable units.  In addition 
to private funding, developers in the BRSP will have the flexibility to use any number of state and 
federal programs depending on the nature of the project.  The City may also contribute funds to 
assist affordable projects in the BRSP.  These funds would come from the City’s Redevelopment 
Fund, which is separate from the City’s General Fund, and is funded by monies the City receives 
from the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). 

Response to Comment 19-12 

Please see Response to Comment 19-9 which address future housing growth estimates provided by 
SACOG.  As stated on page 4-21 of the Draft EIR, it is estimated that the proposed project would 
increase the City’s housing stock (over 2007 levels) by approximately 13 percent, which is a similar 
number to the one cited by the commentor (15 percent+/-).  

Response to Comment 19-13 

Please see Response to Comment 19-9 regarding the data used in the demographics discussion.  
As indicated in the comment, SACOG estimates that the City will add approximately 2,400 units 
between 2007 and 2035.  If approved, the proposed project could account for up to 790 of these 
units.  The remaining units would be located elsewhere in the City, in areas that are currently 
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undeveloped, or through reuse and/or intensification of existing development (e.g., the addition of 
second units to existing homes). 

Response to Comment 19-14 

As shown on Figure 3-5 (et al.) of the Draft EIR and explained on page 3-15, there would be two 
primary access point for the proposed project—Werner Road and Herdal Drive. Initially, Herdal Drive 
would provide primary access to Plan Area 1, and secondary access would be provided via Rogers 
Lane.  Prior to construction of the 76th unit, the connection to Werner Road would be completed.  As 
discussed on page 5.11-31, 40 percent of BRSP traffic (Plan Areas 1 and 2 combined) are expected 
to use the Werner Road access, and 60 percent are expected to use the Herdal Drive access.  
Therefore, Werner Road is not of minor importance.   

Response to Comment 19-15 

Please see Response to Comment 15-8. 

Response to Comment 19-16 

Table 5.2-7 appears in the Air Quality analysis on page 5.2-26 of the Draft EIR, and lays out the 
assumptions that were used to estimate construction emissions at the time the analysis was 
conducted.  The dates in the table were those dates that were used in the air emissions model, with 
the results of the modeling shown in Tables 5.2-9 on page 5.2-31.  As indicated in the comment, the 
dates are not accurate, particularly for early phases, which are shown to begin in August 2010.  
However, changing the dates would not substantially alter the conclusions of the construction 
emissions model.  In fact, the model tends to show more emissions for activities in earlier years, 
because it assumes technological changes will reduce emissions over the long term.  Because the 
assumptions in the table lead to an overstatement of actual emissions, they provide for a 
conservative analysis.  Changing the dates would likely result in a slight reduction in the emissions 
estimated in Table 5.2-9, but construction emissions would still be expected to exceed Air District 
thresholds.  Therefore, the conclusions of the Draft EIR in Impact 5.2-1 remain valid.   

As shown in Table 5.2-7, bridge and road construction are anticipated to occur concurrent with site 
grading, and before construction of residential homes.  The onset of construction would depend on 
the timing of project approvals and market conditions.   

Response to Comment 19-17 

The impacts on residents of Herdal Drive and the Herdal Drive extension are evaluated throughout 
the Draft EIR.  For example, the visual impacts on the Herdal Drive extension are specifically 
addressed on page 5.1-37 in Impact 5.1-1, noise impacts on residents of Herdal Drive and the 
extension are addressed in Impacts 5.8-1 (page 5.8-24) and 5.9-7 (pages 5.8-33 and 5.8-34) and 
the traffic impacts on Herdal Drive are analyzed in Impacts 5.11-1 (pages 5.11-58 and -59) and 
5.11-6 (pages 5.11-63 and -64).  In addition, subsequent to the Draft EIR, more specific information 



4. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 

 
 
Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan Project 4-74 Final Environmental Impact Report  
P:\Projects - WP Only\+10000\7145 BRSP\FEIR\4.0 RTC.docx November 2010 

regarding the topography of the extension and adjacent residences has allowed the City’s noise 
consultant to prepare detailed analyses of the noise impacts on those properties. 

Response to Comment 19-18 

Please see Responses to Comments 10-8, 10-9, 10-11 and 10-12 in Letter 10 from the Placer 
County Air Pollution Control District which address proximity to the UPRR rail line and the potential 
for increased exposure to toxic air contaminants. 

Response to Comment 19-19 

The commentor is correct in that the vast majority of the ambient noise level data referenced in the 
Draft EIR were collected in 2007.  The 2007 noise surveys focused on collecting ambient rail and 
traffic noise level data in the immediate project vicinity.  The 2010 data were collected to provide 
additional information pertaining to existing ambient conditions along the proposed Herdal Drive 
extension, because noise data specific to the Herdal Drive extension were not collected during the 
2007 surveys.  The 2010 data for Herdal Drive were collected to augment rather than replace the 
2007 data which were not outdated (see Response to Comment 19-21 regarding changes in traffic 
volumes; traffic is the primary source of noise in the project vicinity). 

The assumed number of daily trains on the tracks bisecting the project site are based on a 
combination of demand and track capacity, and seasonal and even annual fluctuations in rail traffic 
are not uncommon. It is unclear from the comment what other numeric value would have been more 
appropriate.   

A total of 20 daily rail operations were assumed for this project, as noted in Table 5.8-5 on page 
5.8-8 of the Draft EIR.  Due to the logarithmic nature of the decibel scale, the number of daily trains 
would need to be twice the number evaluated in the Draft EIR (40 trains per day) to result in a 3 dB 
increase in overall railroad noise exposure at the project site.  Because it is unlikely that the 
sustained difference in the number of average daily trains between 2007 and 2010 approaches 10 to 
20 daily operations, the railroad noise level data collected in 2007 is considered to reasonably 
represent railroad noise exposure at the project site. As a result, the re-monitoring of railroad noise 
exposure at the project site is not warranted. 

Please see also Response to Comment 10-11 regarding the number of train trips.  

Response to Comment 19-20 

Please see Response to Comment 19-4. 

Response to Comment 19-21 

The comment suggests that data collected in 2007 may not be representative of conditions occurring 
in 2010.  Historically, traffic volumes have been shown to increase over time, primarily due to the 
effects of new development on both regional and local levels.  However, traffic engineers have seen 
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traffic volumes actually decrease over the last few years, primarily as a result of the effects of the 
economic recession.  While new traffic counts have not been taken at all study locations, it is 
possible to make use of available data to confirm that year 2007 traffic counts remain valid. 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) maintains an annual record of daily traffic 
volumes on state highways.  As an example of the change in regional traffic volumes, the daily 
volume on I-80 west of the Newcastle interchange has dropped from 86,000 ADT in 2006, to 85,000 
in 2007 and to 81,000 in 2008 (refer to http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/saferesr/trafdata/2006all/ 
r071-80i.htm).  This reduction would be indicative of conditions on regional roads like I-80 and 
potentially Indian Hill Road and Auburn-Folsom Road. 

Locally, a new p.m. peak hour traffic count was made at the Auburn-Folsom Road/Herdal Drive 
intersection in April 2010 for the Mercy Auburn Apartment Project (Traffic Impact Analysis for Mercy 
Auburn Senior Apartments Project, KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., June 4, 2010).  That count 
revealed an hourly total intersection volume which was 15 percent lower than the volume collected in 
2007 and used in the BRSP Draft EIR. 

Based on this data it is reasonable to conclude that the traffic volumes identified in the BRSP Draft 
EIR are a “worst case” representation of current conditions.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
15-9 for information relating to a.m. peak hour conditions and Skyridge Elementary School.  

Response to Comment 19-22 

The BRSP allows for up to 90,000 square feet of mixed-use space, which could include office, retail, 
other commercial and/or residential uses.  The types of uses that would be allowed are listed in the 
Development Standards (see Appendix A) of the BRSP.  Because it is in Future Plan Area 2, the 
mixed-use development is not expected to occur for several years, at a minimum.  The ultimate mix 
of uses and the timing of development for the mixed-use zones will depend on the timing of Plan 
Area 2 approvals and market conditions. 

The City does not require market studies for development proposals or planning documents.  
However, as discussed in Response to Comment 15-12, a fiscal study was prepared for Plan Area 1 
to ensure that the project, as proposed, would be revenue neutral with respect to public services and 
infrastructure.  A similar fiscal study would be required of Plan Area 2 when its development 
application is submitted.   

Response to Comment 19-23 

There is no Section F in Chapter 7, Project Alternatives.  However, a discussion of alternative 
access points is provided on pages 7-4 through 7-8. Please see Response to Comment 15-8 for a 
discussion of access alternatives. 
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Response to Comment 19-24 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or the proposed project, so no 
response is necessary.  However, the comment is hereby forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 

Response to Comment 19-25 

The comments and responses provided will be taken into consideration by the City of Auburn 
Planning Commission and City Council during the project approval process. 

 



From: Dennis Johnson [djohnsonauburn@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Sunday, July 04, 2010 5:50 PM 
To: algraham@surewest.net 
Subject: comment on Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan 

Dennis Johnson 

11990 Norman Lane  

Auburn CA. 95693-5628 

dcjauburn-gov@yahoo.com 

July 4, 2010 

City of Auburn 

Community Development Department 

1225 Lincoln Way, Room 3 

Auburn, CA 95603 

Comments on Baltimore Ravine Specific 
Plan 

The main problem I see with the plan is the expected traffic generated by 
the 725 units, using Herdal Drive as the main access to the schools, 
downtown area and shopping as well as for commuting. Herdal Drive in 
only two lanes wide and has no capabilities to expand, as homes are 
already constructed with their back yard fences up to the existing right of 
way. The proposed village center could also create additional traffic onto 
Herdal Drive. 

 It seems that you should be looking out for the best interest of the 
community, this plan is looking out for the best interest of the developer 
and to provide the developer with the least expensive way to connect into 
Auburn Folsom Road. There are better ways to connect the new 
development to major streets, although more expensive to the developer, 
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that would have less impact to the existing community and would be better 
for Auburn in the long run.  

 My first choice would be south to Pacific Ave near the point that the ditch 
goes underground on the west side of Auburn Folsom Road. There are no 
homes in this area and therefore would be no limit of the number of lanes 
that could be constructed into the area (with railroad approval). This 
location would be more centrally located for access to the schools, 
recreation park, downtown & old town as well as closer to the freeway. 

 Another possibility would to build a road running through the green belt 
behind the indian rancheria and connecting into Maidu Drive. 

 To reduce traffic and to provide for the existing community I think you 
should be looking at developing a shopping center and forget the village 
center. There is only one shopping center in the city limits of Auburn, and it 
is on the other side of the freeway, most of the shopping is in the county. If 
a shopping center was placed west of the railroad right of way near Auburn 
Folsom Road it would provide shopping for the existing homes in the area 
along with the new development thus reducing traffic flow on Auburn 
Folsom Road and increasing the sales tax base to the city as well as 
providing jobs within the city. The stores would not object to the noise that 
the trains might create that residential units might object to. 

 Sincerely, 

   

Dennis Johnson 
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LETTER 20:  Dennis Johnson 

Response to Comment 20-1 

Please see Response to Comment 15-8 regarding access alternatives. 

Response to Comment 20-2 

As discussed on page 7-8 of the Draft EIR, a shopping center, such as a large grocery store with 
strip commercial, was considered as an alternative, but was not fully analyzed because it would not 
meet most of the project objectives, and would likely result in more severe traffic, noise and air 
quality impacts.  A shopping center would not be likely to locate in Future Plan Area 2, because of 
the lack of direct access to Interstate 80, and would require extensive grading to locate in Plan Area 
1 with direct access to Auburn-Folsom Road.  Such a use would not require over 200 acres, so it 
would be likely to include some mix of residential and/or other uses.  Such a project (combination of 
shopping center and residential uses) would likely generate more traffic than the proposed project, 
because retail uses generate substantial traffic.  A largely or entirely non-residential project with a 
similar footprint as the proposed project would not reduce any impacts identified in the Draft EIR.   

In addition, the City has not received any applications for a shopping center in the Urban Reserve in 
the last 30 years, so there does not appear to be a market for such a use at this location.   
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LETTER 21:  Kathleen Harris 

Response to Comment 21-1 

Depending on location, the jurisdiction for many facilities in the vicinity of south Auburn changes 
from Placer County as roads enter the limits of incorporated cities such as Auburn.  The Draft EIR 
traffic study area extended beyond the limits of the City of Auburn to address potential impacts to 
Placer County roads and State highways.  Impacts are based on the adopted standards of the 
jurisdiction within which the roadway or intersection is located, and mitigation measures have been 
identified for significant impacts, regardless of jurisdiction.   

Response to Comment 21-2 

As discussed in detail on pages 5.10-1 through 5.10-20 of the Draft EIR, water would be supplied to 
the project by Placer County Water Agency (PCWA).  A Water Supply Assessment was prepared by 
PCWA which identified the sources of water available to PCWA, including surface water, 
groundwater and recycled water (see, for example, Table 5.10-4 on page 5.10-5).  As discussed in 
Impact 5.10-1 on page 5.10-15, the proposed project is estimated to need approximately 422 acre 
feet per year, which is well within the water supply available to PCWA.  As discussed in Impact 5.10-
4 on pages 5.10-18 and 5.10-19, PCWA has adequate water entitlements to serve future growth 
within its service area, including the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 21-3 

Please see Responses to Comments 13-4 and 13-7.  Note that the Clover Valley project is located in 
Placer County, not the City of Auburn.  The City had no role in the Clover Valley project, because it 
is under County jurisdiction. 

Response to Comment 21-4 

The timing of construction of new homes in the plan area would not begin for at least two years, 
depending on the timing of project approvals and market conditions.  As stated on page 3-31 of the 
Draft EIR, buildout of the entire project would occur over 10 years or more.  Therefore, current 
vacancy rates would not substantially alter the timing of development. 

Response to Comment 21-5 

The Draft EIR examines two alternatives with lower densities than the proposed project—Alternative 
3, Reduced Density (pages 7-18 through 7-22 of the Draft EIR) and Alternative 5, Plan Area 1/Low 
Density/No Parcel 11 (pages 7-26 and 7-29).   

It should be noted that, depending on how it is designed, a single-family only development could 
have similar or more extensive impacts than the proposed project. For example, the proposed 
project designates over half the Specific Plan area as open space, retaining natural resources and 
providing separation and visual buffers between existing development and project development.  A 
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lower density development that allowed homes to be built on slopes of over 20 percent could reduce 
the amount of open space, relative to the proposed project, and be more visible from surrounding 
areas. 

Response to Comment 21-6 

The Planning Commission and City Council are charged with determining whether the benefits of the 
proposed project outweigh its environmental impacts, which would be explained in a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations as part of the project approvals.  

Response to Comment 21-7 

As discussed in Response to Comment 21-4, the project homes would not be constructed for 
several years, and the project would take 10 years or more to buildout.  Typical of developments of 
this type, the developer would be required to provide a bond to guarantee that infrastructure 
improvements would be completed according to the approval requirements, so roads would not be 
partially built.  If the project does not buildout, then the environmental effects of the project would be 
reduced, as there would be fewer homes generating traffic, noise and so on. 

Response to Comment 21-8 

The City does not typically survey residents for land use decisions. Rather, the public is provided 
opportunities to provide input during the CEQA and approval processes. The proposed project has 
been subject to multiple notices and hearings since the project application was submitted in 
December 2007 (see also Response to Comment 19-2). 

Response to Comment 21-9 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or aspects of the proposed project.  
Therefore, no response is required.  The City does not keep an accounting of land use decisions 
made by the Planning Commission and/or City Council, but such actions are documented in 
minutes, which are available for public review.   

Response to Comment 21-10 

Stormwater and runoff associated with developing the project site with impervious surfaces has been 
addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality. As discussed in the 
Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan, the management of urban runoff for flow control and water quality 
improvement is a component of the project.  The project includes the extensive use of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) and other techniques in accordance with section 53.020 of the City 
of Auburn’s Municipal Code, to prevent and reduce pollutants from entering surface waters. BMPs 
would be designed in accordance with the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) 
Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for New Development and Redevelopment. 
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As stated in the Environmental Setting of Section 5.7 of the Draft EIR, stormwater runoff from the 
BRSP project site currently discharges at seven separate locations designated as major drainage 
sheds (Sheds) A through G. The proposed project would increase runoff rates in Sheds B, D, and E, 
which ultimately discharge to Auburn Ravine.  

To address stormwater flows, the project includes a total of five onsite detention basins which would 
provide water quality treatment in addition to attenuating peak stormwater flows.  The basins would 
provide for longer-term 48-hour storage in order for pollutants to be filtered out and to percolate 
during the more frequent storm events.  BMPs would be implemented at storm drain pipe outfalls 
where feasible in order to improve pollutant control and minimize erosion and sedimentation.  The 
Specific Plan also allows for other storm water quality treatment features, which may be 
implemented through a variety of physical treatment measures or BMPs.   

For developed project areas that do not drain to one of the detention basins (Sheds A, C, and G), 
permanent water quality BMP facilities would be installed.   

In summary, the proposed project drainage system would not create or contribute stormwater runoff 
water over pre-development conditions that would ensure that the project does not exceed the 
existing or planned capacity of existing infrastructure.  All of these features would minimize any 
pollutants and sediment from reaching Auburn Ravine. 

Please see also Response to Comment 14-2. 

Response to Comment 21-11 

Please see Responses to Comments 14-2. 

Response to Comment 21-12 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or aspects of the proposed project.  
Therefore, no response is required.  The comment is nonetheless hereby forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment 21-13 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or aspects of the proposed project. 
Therefore, no response is required.  The comment is nonetheless hereby forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 
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LETTER 22:  April Moore 

Response to Comment 22-1 

The Northern California Information Center (NCIC) records search identified two Native American 
archaeological sites: one in the project area called Opule and one within ¼ mile of the project area.  
Based on the information provided by the commentor, Opule and Hu ul may be the same village site. 
There is not a village called Hu ul on record with either the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) or the NCIC, nor did any of the Native American contacts mention a village called Hu ul.  As 
stated in the cultural resources survey report (Archaeological and Historic Properties Survey Report 
for the Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan, City of Auburn, California, PBS&J, March 2008, included as 
Appendix J in the Draft EIR), previously five pedestrian surveys have been conducted in all or a 
portion of the project site and no prehistoric sites were discovered during any of the previous 
surveys.  Native American sites are known to exist in the general area and it is possible that there 
are unrecorded sites within the project site. Therefore, specific mitigation is included that addresses 
the potential that undiscovered resources could be unearthed during construction activities (see 
Mitigation Measures 5.4-2 and 5.4-3 on pages 5.4-28, 5.4-30 through 5.4-31 of the Draft EIR).  

Please see also Responses to Comments PC-14 through PC-20 from April Moore at the July 13 
Planning Commission Hearing and Response to Comment 13-7. 

Response to Comment 22-2 

Archival research indicates that the ‘Roundhouse’ was located nearby, but entirely outside of the 
boundaries of the project site.  In addition, the local Native Americans that were contacted did not 
indicate that the Roundhouse was within the project area. 

Response to Comment 22-3 

The comment is noted.  

Response to Comment 22-4 

Research conducted for the EIR included archival research specific to the project area, a confidential 
records search from the North Central Information Center, and contact with individuals listed as 
Native American resources for this area provided by the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC). The Archaeological and Historic Properties Survey Report for the Baltimore Ravine Specific 
Plan, City of Auburn, California, PBS&J (March 2008 - included as Appendix J in the Draft EIR) was 
prepared by individuals who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for archaeology, history, 
and architectural history. The report meets professional cultural resources survey report standards. 

Please see also Response to Comment 13-7. 
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Response to Comment 22-5 

Please see Response to Comment PC-18. 
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LETTER 23:  Elinor Petuskey 

Response to Comment 23-1 

Conditions at the Indian Hill Road/Hoyer Lane intersection were reviewed on page 5.11-1 of the 
Draft EIR and addressed in more detail in an assessment summarized in Appendix N.10.  The 
assessment involved review of accident records for the period of 2002-2006, a time frame that is 
consistent with standard practice for traffic safety studies.  The assessment determined that three 
accidents had occurred over that time period, of which one resulted in an injury.  The assessment 
concluded that various types of accidents had occurred and that there were no conditions at the 
intersection that would be directly affected by the development of the BRSP.  The assessment 
acknowledged the fatal accident that had occurred at this location 10 years ago. 

The Draft EIR noted that the intersection is within the jurisdiction of Placer County and that any 
action to improve the intersection would have to be made by the County.   

Please also see Response to Comment 21-1, regarding project traffic impacts in other jurisdictions. 

 





From: Elinor [mailto:ejp@onemain.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 12:23 PM 
To: adrienne graham 
Cc: Will Wong 
Subject: Proposed Baltimore Ravine Project 
 
I have a question concerning the Baltimore Ravine Project.  Will the City of Auburn be fully 
manning the fire station on Maidu and Auburn Folsom 24 hours a day, seven days a week?  I 
think this needs to be done if and when this project come to fruition. With a development the 
size of this one, that fire station needs to ready and able and fully manned because of the 
terrain and the train traffic within close proximity of this development.  That is a serious safety 
issue.   
 
Thank you 
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LETTER 24: Elinor Petuskey 

Response to Comment 24-1 

A comprehensive analysis was completed that addressed potential impacts on fire protection and 
resources needed for project development.  Through this analysis it was determined that an 
additional facility with staffing and resources for fire protection is not warranted. However, some 
additional needs such as equipment and staffing have been identified and will be secured through 
the additional property tax, sales tax, development agreements, mitigation measures and 
assessments directly attributed to the project.  This may include additional staffing and equipment 
that may enhance fire services throughout the City including the Maidu Fire Station.  

In long term planning for fire services within the City of Auburn, it is determined that a total of two (2) 
fire facilities would best serve the City needs when the city has reached an identified complete 
“build-out” status. This would include the renovation and 24/7 staffing of the Maidu Fire Station on 
Auburn-Folsom Road and a new 24/7 staffed fire facility on the north side of Interstate 80.  The 
development of the project would contribute financially to increase fire resources, but would not be 
required to contribute to an almost built-out status.  Additional funding sources/projects would need 
to be identified in the future to continue the enhanced fire services, and all development, including 
the BRSP, would contribute accordingly towards this long term plan.   

The Draft EIR did not identify any significant fire issues due to terrain. In some cases the project 
area has less variation in terrain than many other areas of the City when applying the most current 
standards for public safety response.  The project would incorporate appropriate measures when 
and where terrain issues arise. These include: access roads and streets, Emergency Access, and 
access to Open Space Areas for public safety response.   

The proposed project is located within a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone; the lesser of the three  
classifications given, per AB 337. When a Fire Hazard Severity Zone is classified, terrain is one 
aspect that is a determining factor in such a classification; others include fuel types, weather, and 
fire history. The Moderate Fire Hazard Severity classification applies to approximately 50 percent of 
the City of Auburn, while the other 50 percent is classified as either a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone or High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. All Fire Hazard Severity classifications within the City of 
Auburn are treated consistently, meaning the most stringent requirements are applied regardless of 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone classification (Auburn Municipal Code; Section 100.80). Any new 
development is required to implement fire safe standards equally, regardless of the Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone classification. 

Train traffic is not considered an issue since the proposed railroad crossings are proposed as grade-
separated crossings, which would allow for un-interrupted traffic flow. An exception is the use of the 
Rogers Lane at-grade crossing as a secondary access point until the northern grade-separated 
crossing is completed.  The Rogers Lane crossing would be improved by the installation of crossing 
arms and changes to the crossing geometry.  The proposed access includes two points of 
ingress/egress over the railroad crossings with an additional Emergency Access that routes under 
an existing railroad crossing.  
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Currently, the area is served by only one access road for public safety response. Using current fire 
resources in place today and assuming the proposed development occurred as planned, a 
significant decrease in response time would be observed in the project area as well as adjacent 
county areas due to improved access routes. This access would also provide improved egress for 
residents of the project and surrounding areas, which could enhance overall safety. This alone has a 
positive effect on fire protection services. 
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LETTER 25: Bart Ruud 

Response to Comment 25-1 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or aspects of the proposed project. 
Therefore, no response is required.  The comment is nonetheless hereby forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment 25-2 

Please see Response to Comment 17-1 regarding socio-economic impacts.   

The comment does not specify which socio-economic changes would occur, nor how those changes 
would have an environmental impact, so no response is possible.  

Response to Comment 25-3 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or aspects of the proposed project. 
Therefore, no response is required.  The comment is nonetheless hereby forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment 25-4 

Page 4-21 of the Draft EIR states that 180 to 270 jobs could be generated by the non-residential 
development proposed for Plan Area 2.  No statement is made regarding whether the increase in 
jobs would justify approval of the project. 

Response to Comment 25-5 

Please see Responses to Comments 19-5 and 21-7 regarding the funding of infrastructure and 
services needed to serve the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 25-6 

The proposed project would allow for development of up to 265 acres of currently undeveloped land 
(136 acres in the BRSP and 129 acres in the Study Areas).  The BRSP designates 141 acres as 
open space, which is more than half of the 270-acre BRSP area.  The Planning Commission and 
City Council are charged with deciding whether the benefits of the proposed project outweigh its 
environmental costs, a number of which are related to the conversion of undeveloped land to urban 
uses.  These environmental effects are analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment 25-7 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or aspects of the proposed project. 
Therefore, no response is required.  The comment is nonetheless hereby forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 

Please see Response to Comment 25-6.   
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LETTER 26: Jack and Valerie Sanchez 

Response to Comment 26-1 

The opposition to the proposed project is noted, and is hereby forwarded to the decision-makers.  
Please see Responses to Comments 26-2 through 26-14 for responses to specific concerns. 

Response to Comment 26-2 

Please see Response to Comment 21-1. 

Response to Comment 26-3 

Please see Response to Comment 21-2. 

Response to Comment 26-4 

Please see Response to Comment 21-1. 

Response to Comment 26-5 

The potential loss of cultural resources, including any Native American artifacts has previously been 
addressed in Responses to Comments 13-4, 13-7 and 21-3.  

Response to Comment 26-6 

Please see Response to Comment 21-4 regarding the status of the housing market and the project’s 
potential effect. 

Response to Comment 26-7 

Please see Response to Comment 21-5.  

Response to Comment 26-8 

Please see Response to Comment 21-6. 

Response to Comment 26-9 

Please see Response to Comment 21-7. 

Response to Comment 26-10 

Please see Responses to Comments 19-2 and 21-8. 
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Response to Comment 26-11 

The comment addresses Placer County and the Placer County Board of Supervisors, which does 
not have jurisdiction over any aspect of the land use plan for the proposed project.  Such decisions 
would be made by the Auburn Planning Commission and City Council.  The only action the County 
would take would be related to project improvements proposed for County roads (e.g., Werner Road, 
the Ophir Road/Werner Road intersection). 

Response to Comment 26-12 

Please see Responses to Comments 14-2 and 21-10. 

Response to Comment 26-13 

Please see Response to Comment 14-2. 

Response to Comment 26-14 

Please see Response to Comment 21-10. 
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LETTER 27: Richard and Sharon Shuba 

Response to Comment 27-1 

The concern regarding the proposed project is hereby forwarded to the decision-makers. 

Response to Comment 27-2 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or aspects of the proposed project. 
Therefore, no response is required.  The comment is nonetheless hereby forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 

The comment is correct that the proposed project would increase the City’s population by 
approximately 13 percent over existing levels (see page 4-21 of the Draft EIR).  The increase in 
population would not directly correlate to a 13 percent increase in traffic, noise and air pollution, 
because the streets that the project traffic would use have a combination of City and non-City traffic.  
The Draft EIR establishes baseline or existing conditions and measures the project impacts against 
those conditions.   

Response to Comment 27-3 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or aspects of the proposed project. 
Therefore, no response is required.  The comment is nonetheless hereby forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 

Response to Comment 27-4 

The Draft EIR does analyze an alternative with 32 residential units (Alternative 1b, No Project/No 
Action) on pages 7-10 through 7-14.  As stated on pages 7-13 and 7-14, this alternative (and any 
project of such low density) would not meet most of the project objectives related to comprehensive 
planning of the project site, provision of mixed-use development and a range of housing densities, 
creation of opportunities for residents to live, work and shop within the community. 

Response to Comment 27-5 

The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is hereby forwarded to the decision-makers. 
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LETTER 28: Susan and James Smith 

Response to Comment 28-1 

The intersections of the Grand Oaks Subdivision access roads with Indian Hill Road were not 
identified by the City or County for inclusion in the traffic analysis nor noted in the comments 
received on the Notice of Preparation.  The Grand Oaks and Indian Hill Estates subdivisions lie north 
of Indian Hill Road in the area west of Auburn-Folsom Road, and together they contain 96 houses.  
Access to the subdivision from Indian Hill Road is available at three intersections: (1) Sawka Drive, 
(2) Grand Oaks Drive, and (3) Grandview Drive.  While traffic operations at these locations was not 
specifically addressed in the Draft EIR, it is possible to infer the Level of Service (LOS) based on 
traffic volume forecasts made for the adjoining Auburn-Folsom Road/Indian Hill Road intersection 
and based on the amount of traffic typically accompanying a 100 unit subdivision.   

The Grand Oaks and Indian Hill Estates subdivisions generate a maximum outbound traffic during 
the a.m. peak hour.  Based on ITE rates the subdivision could generate 56 outbound and 19 inbound 
trips during that time period.  The Draft EIR traffic study indicates that under Existing Plus Full BRSP 
conditions there will be 442 westbound and 219 eastbound vehicles on Indian Hill Road west of 
Auburn- Folsom Road.  Assuming as a worst case that all the traffic left via Grandview Drive and 
that all of that traffic turned left, the LOS at the intersection under Existing Plus Full BRSP would be 
LOS C (refer to Appendix A).  As the LOS under these “worst case” assumptions does not exceed 
the City of Auburn’s LOS D minimum, it is reasonable to conclude that while development of the 
BRSP may result in longer delays for residents of the Grand Oaks and Indian Hills Estates 
subdivisions, the project’s impact to the subdivisions’ access intersections would not be significant.  

Response to Comment 28-2 

Noise associated with construction of the project, as well as future project operation are addressed 
in Section 5.8 of the Draft EIR.  Based on the analysis, construction activities would be temporary 
and limited to daytime hours and would be exempt, per the City’s Municipal Code. However, noise 
associated with project construction is considered significant because it could be disruptive to 
residents adjacent to the project site as well as any residents residing within the plan area. For 
example, it is anticipated that residents would occupy portions of Plan Area 1 while residences are 
still be constructed in other parts of the site, including within Future Plan Area 2. Therefore, 
construction noise, although temporary and exempt per the City Code, would be considered a 
significant and unavoidable impact. 

Future operation of the project would result in increased traffic noise along roadways used by the 
project resulting in a significant noise impact on certain segments. Mitigation is included to reduce 
project-related traffic noise impacts to a less-than-significant level through the use of noise reducing 
paving materials.  In addition, a mitigation measure is included for future development of Parcel 40 
(closest to I-80) to ensure the homes are designed to shield residents from highway noise.  

The Draft EIR addressed noise associated with the project and provided feasible mitigation 
measures to address impacts.  
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Response to Comment 28-3 

The northbound I-80 off-ramp approaching Newcastle Road currently provides 270 feet of separate 
storage for left-turn and right-turning vehicles and an additional 500 feet of shared storage for 
vehicles awaiting for a green light at the signalized intersection with Newcastle Road. Forecast 
future conditions summarized in Section 5.11 of the Draft EIR shows typical peak hour queue 
lengths of 125-200 feet on this approach under the year 2028 conditions with full build-out of the 
project.  

Response to Comment 28-4 

The analysis of traffic impacts in the Draft EIR does not indicate that the connection of the Herdal-
Werner Connection would be needed to support 20 to 25 residential units.  Rather, as indicated in 
Impact 5.11-1, Plan Area 1 traffic would have a less-than-significant impact on local roadways.   

Because ramps storage is adequate under both Existing Plus Area 1 and Existing Plus Area 1 & 2 
conditions, there is no need to accelerate the proposed schedule for developing access to Ophir 
Road.   

As explained on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, a secondary access for Plan Area 1 would be required 
prior to the issuance of the 6th building permit occupancy of any units in Plan Area 1.  A temporary 
secondary access would be provided by a connection to Rogers Lane, and improvements would be 
made to the existing at-grade railroad crossing.  This temporary secondary access would enable 
residents of Plan Area 1 to exit the project site via Rogers Lane and Werner Road if access to 
Herdal Drive was unavailable due to an accident or other cause.  Before construction of the 76th 
residential unit, the full Herdal-Werner Connector must be constructed, which would provide access 
to the project site from two points—Werner Road and Herdal Drive.  A third access—Perry Ranch 
Road—would be available for emergency ingress and egress.  The completion of the Herdal-Werner 
connection is required by the 76th building permit in order to provide secondary access for Plan 
Area 1.   

Response to Comment 28-5 

The comment suggests that a traffic signal at one of the intersections providing access to the Grand 
Oaks Subdivision would not be feasible due to intersection spacing.  Signalization of this intersection 
is not proposed by the project or as mitigation in the Draft EIR.   

Grandview Drive is roughly 300 feet from the recently signalized Indian Rancheria access, while 
Grand Oaks Drive is roughly 1,000 feet and Sawka Drive is 1,400 feet.  The Grandview Drive 
intersection is too close to satisfy typical engineering standards for signal spacing.  However, as 
discussed in Response to Comment 28-1, the proposed project would not have a significant impact 
at this intersection, so it would not result in the need for a signal. 
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LETTER 29: Mary and Moreland Stevens 

Response to Comment 29-1 

Please see Responses to Comments 23-1 and 28-1. 

Response to Comment 29-2 

The loss and displacement of animals and other biological resources has previously been addressed 
in Responses to Comments 18-1 and 18-2. 

Response to Comment 29-3 

The comment’s opposition to the proposed project is hereby forwarded to the decision-makers. 
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LETTER 30: Lane and Sandra Tribe 

Response to Comment 30-1 

The commentor’s opposition to the project is noted and is hereby forwarded to the City Council for 
their consideration.  For responses to the commentor’s concerns regarding the Draft EIR analysis, 
please see Responses to Comments 30-2 through 30-6. 

Response to Comment 30-2 

The proposed project would increase traffic and traffic noise in south Auburn.  The Draft EIR 
analyzes these impacts in Section 5.9, Noise, and Section 5.11, Transportation and Circulation. 

Response to Comment 30-3 

Gold mining activities and their significance are addressed in more detail in Response to Comment 
12-3. 

Response to Comment 30-4 

Concerns associated with Bloomer Cut are addressed in Responses to Comments 11-1, 12-2, and 
12-4. 

Response to Comment 30-5 

Please see Response to Comment 13-7 regarding the presence of Native American artifacts on the 
project site. 

Response to Comment 30-6 

Traffic on Auburn-Folsom Road, Herdal Drive and Indian Hill Road associated with the project is 
addressed in Responses to Comments 15-6, 15-9, 23-1, and 28-1.  

Concerns associated with potential impacts to mining resources, Bloomer Cut and other cultural 
resources is addressed in Responses to Comments 11-1, 12-1 through 12-5, and 13-2. 





From: D. York [mailto:dhyork@tomatoweb.com]  
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 11:01 AM 
To: Reg Murray 
Subject: Baltimore Ravine Project concerns 
 
What will this project do for the existing citizens of Auburn?  What is the projected revenue to be collected 
from this project yearly after first phase is completed?  Separating the 90,000 sq. ft. of commercial  
from the residential.  Auburn City has many unoccupied store fronts and offices etc.  Why will 90,000 
square feet of small strip mall be beneficial to the rest of Auburn?  Reference the commercial project at  
Auburn Folsom Rd and Herdal.Dr.  Starbucks folded.!  What is in this project for the City coffers and the 
citizens themselves that reside in Auburn?  Realizing that landowners can sell and or developer their 
property. 
 
Again is this beneficial for the existing citizens of Auburn  In lite of the real-estate market the economy 
and  the many empty stores and office property that is very apparent in Auburn.  It  should appear that 
this  is the wrong time to developer Baltimore Ravine or at all.  Since the meeting on 13 July 2010 at 
council chambers.  Much thought has been kicked around.  Who benefits the most from this project?  
Auburn does not need more vacant store fronts. Indian Burial sites, Railroad concessions, Future traffic 
concerns on Indian Hill Road outside City limits of Auburn and potential high cost to widen this particular 
stretch of road by Placer County lets say 15 years out. are just more concerns that should be scrutinized. 
Again repeating, what will this do for the citizens of Auburn?  Really Whose concerns are more important 
in this project? 
 
The location and the contour of this property makes it a concern for those who live around Baltimore 
Ravine. Again The economy and real estate and the seemingly far out recovery of our economy is a great 
distance out. Having pondered this project at this time.  This project at this time and the along with the 
terrain is of concern to citizens in Auburn.   Tell us why Auburn needs this project.  Up until now the 
powers that be are perpetually telling the citizens what the contractor intends to do.  Tell us again why 
does Auburn need this project?    
  
Economic present day environment seems to state this project should not happen. 
  
Does the property owner and the Developer have a exit plan? 
  
Is their a potential buyer in the wings?  Does the Native American groups have aspirations to obtain this 
property if project is halted? 
  
Has Union Pacific approved at grade crossing reference Chapter 3 page 13?  Why should they or would 
they approve this at grade crossing 
  
Have all concerned approvals been addressed known and known but unmentioned by developer. 
Terminology "unknown" is not used as a concern.  For unknown would be unknown to both the developer 
and the concerned citizens of Auburn. 
 
This concern is raised to head off a situation that needed to be addressed  but was deliberately kept 
stealth to address after final approval where residential citizens of Auburn would not be able to address 
If concerns have not been addressed before final approval for Baltimore Ravine project. Reality is if 
accidental or deliberate to not obtain approval of a known concern by the developer could be a tactic to 
create a solution after the fact so those concerned cannot  respond. 
   
While this letter is not laid out with a 1 to 10 list of concerns or that of the skills of a Journalist etc.  The 
concerns and questions are real for many of the project. I have no doubt that there are much more critical 
concerns than these basic concerns.   Thank You  DHY 
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LETTER 31: D. York 

Response to Comment 31-1 

Please see Response to Comment 21-6. 

Response to Comment 31-2 

Please see Response to Comment 21-4. 

Response to Comment 31-3 

Potential impacts on Native American sites are analyzed in Section 5.4, Cultural Resources, of the 
Draft EIR (see also Responses to Comments 13-4 and 13-7).   

The project does not propose nor require the widening of Indian Hill Road. 

Traffic impacts are analyzed in Section 5.11 of the Draft EIR under both existing and future 
(approximately 20 years from now) conditions. 

Response to Comment 31-4 

The proposed project generally avoids placing development on slopes of greater than 20 percent.  
Potential impacts regarding project contours are discussed in Impact 5.5-2 on pages 5.5-22 and 
5.5-23 of the Draft EIR, which concludes that alterations to topography would be less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment 31-5 

Please see Response to Comment 21-4. 

Response to Comment 31-6 

Please see Response to Comment 21-7. 

Response to Comment 31-7 

Please see Response to Comment 21-4. 

Response to Comment 31-8 

The City is not aware of an “exit plan”, nor is one required by the City.  Please see Responses to 
Comments 15-12 and 19-5 regarding financing. 
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Response to Comment 31-9 

The United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) was consulted during preparation of the cultural 
resource analysis (see Response to Comment 13-7).  The UAIC has not indicated that it would be 
interested in obtaining the project site.  Nor have any other Native American or other groups 
contacted the City regarding acquisition of the project site. 

Response to Comment 31-10 

No new at-grade crossings are proposed as part of the project.  Rather, the existing at-grade 
crossing on Rogers Lane would be improved by the installation of crossing arms, resulting in a safer 
crossing.  The project would use the at-grade crossing only for secondary access, and only until the 
Herdal-Werner Connection is completed, which must occur before the 76th unit can be built.  Once 
the Herdal-Werner Connection is completed, all project traffic would use grade-separated crossings 
to access the project site. 

Response to Comment 31-11 

The comment references “unknown” concerns, but does not indicate what form these concerns 
might take or what general categories they might include.  Please see Response to Comment 15-15 
for a discussion of public input. 

Response to Comment 31-12 

Please see Responses to Comments 31-1 through 31-11. 
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LETTER 32: Ruth Young 

Response to Comment 32-1 

An extensive noise analysis was prepared for the EIR.  That analysis, documented in detail in 
Section 5.8, Noise of the Draft EIR, included monitoring of background noise levels at 11 locations, 
including a location in close proximity to Norman Lane.  The analysis also evaluated potential noise 
impacts associated with each noise source associated with the project at existing noise-sensitive 
locations, and noise mitigation measures were specifically evaluated for the Herdal Drive extension 
which would be located one street north of Norman Lane.  The specific intent of the noise mitigation 
measures developed for the Draft EIR would ensure that the project would not result in a significant 
detrimental effect on the existing ambient noise environment currently enjoyed by the residents in 
the surrounding community. 

Response to Comment 32-2 

Traffic noise levels on Herdal Drive, between the existing shopping center and the proposed 
extension, were evaluated and reported in Table 5.8-12 (see page 5.8-16 of the Draft EIR).  That 
evaluation concluded that the project-related increase on Herdal Drive between Auburn-Folsom road 
and the existing terminus of Herdal Drive would require mitigation under for the full project (Plan 
Area 1 and Plan Area 2 combined).  The mitigation identified in the Draft EIR (see page 5.8-25) is 
repavement with rubberized asphalt or a similar material, which would substantially reduce traffic 
noise.  A noise barrier would not be necessary along this segment. Noise barriers are proposed 
along the Herdal Drive extension, where the change in noise levels would be greater than on the 
segment between the extension and Auburn-Folsom Road. 
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Planning Commission Hearing – July 13, 2010 

Response to Comment PC-1 

Please see Response to Comment 15-9. 

Response to Comment PC-2 

Please see Response to Comment 15-8. 

Response to Comment PC-3 

The comment appears to address the project as proposed in the December 2007 Notice of 
Preparation.  That version of the proposed project provided for up to 1,300 dwelling units, and 
included an option for an age-related component. 

Subsequent to the December 2007 NOP, the project was revised.  The number of units was reduced 
to 725 and the age-restricted component was deleted (although nothing about the BRSP as currently 
proposed would preclude an age-restricted component).  The reduction in the number of residential 
units did reduce the amount of traffic that would be generated by the project.   

Response to Comment PC-4 

Please see Response to Comment 15-7. 

Response to Comment PC-5 

Please see Response to Comment 15-7. 

Response to Comment PC-6 

Please see Response to Comment 15-7. 

Response to Comment PC-7 

Maidu Drive is an important street that serves a major portion of the southeast Auburn area.  Maidu 
Drive does provide access to Skyridge Elementary School, and as a result traffic volumes on Maidu 
Drive are greater in the a.m. peak hour than in the p.m. peak hour.  Please also see Response to 
Comment 15-9. 

Response to Comment PC-8 

Please see Response to Comment 15-9. 
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Response to Comment PC-9 

Under both existing and cumulative conditions the intersection of Herdal Drive and Auburn-Folsom 
Road is projected to operate at LOS B without the project and with the addition of Plan Area 1 traffic 
(see Table 5.11-16 on page 5.11-45 and Table 5.11-2 on page 5.11-54 of the Draft EIR), and at LOS 
C in the a.m. peak hour and LOS E in the p.m. peak hour with addition of full project traffic (see 
Table 5.11-17 on page 5.11-46 and Table 5.11-26 on page 5.11-55).  Mitigation Measure 5.11-1 
would improve conditions to LOS D in the p.m. peak hour, resulting in a less-than-significant impact 
(see pages 5.11-59 and 5.11-65).  

Response to Comment PC-10 

Please see Response to Comment 15-11. 

Response to Comment PC-11 

Mitigation Measure 5.11-1 on page 5.11-59 of the Draft EIR requires the project proponent to make 
improvements to the Auburn-Folsom Road/Herdal Drive intersection.  This improvement will take the 
form of re-striping the eastbound Herdal Drive approach to provide a separate left turn lane.  No 
changes to the striping on Auburn-Folsom Road at this intersection are required.   

Response to Comment PC-12 

The extent to which motorists must sit through more than one traffic signal cycle can be equated to 
the projected Level of Service, as noted in the discussion on page 10-16 in Chapter 10 of the 
Highway Capacity Manual.  When the Level of Service is good (i.e., LOS A or B) many motorists do 
not stop at all and motorists are rarely required to sit through more than one traffic signal cycle in 
order to clear the intersection.  When conditions reach LOS C some motorists on selected 
approaches may occasionally sit through more than one cycle (i.e., cycle failure).  At LOS D, 
congestion becomes more noticeable, many vehicles stop and individual cycle failures become more 
noticeable.  When LOS E is reached, motorists frequently sit through more than one signal cycle.   

With prescribed mitigations, the Level of Service at the Auburn-Folsom Road/Herdal Drive 
intersection under Existing Plus Area 1 and 2 conditions is LOS B in the a.m. peak hour and LOS D 
in the p.m. peak hour.  Both conditions satisfy minimum City of Auburn standards.  As noted above, 
motorists would rarely if ever sit through more than one signal cycle in the a.m. peak hour but may 
sit through more than one cycle during the p.m. peak hour. 

Response to Comment PC-13 

The BRSP is the third development proposal submitted to the City for the Urban Reserve.  The prior 
submittals did not include the CEQA or approval process, so the City Council did not take action on 
them. 
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The comments opposition to the project is hereby forwarded to the City Council for their 
consideration. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment PC-14 

The background information provided by the commentor is noted.  

Response to Comment PC-15 

The Native American contacts provided by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) were 
sent letters followed by phone calls pursuant to professional standards.  In addition, the United 
Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) was contacted to obtain any knowledge about the history and 
prehistory of the site. As part of this outreach effort, UAIC representatives participated in a lengthy 
site visit looking for any signs of Native American activity.  The site visit with the UAIC 
representatives is documented on page 3 of the cultural resources survey report (see Appendix J of 
the Draft EIR). 

Please see also Response to Comment 22-1. 

Response to Comment PC-16 

Please see Response to Comment 22-1.  

Response to Comment PC-17 

Please see Responses to Comments 13-4 and 13-7. 

Response to Comment PC-18 

Archival research and an intensive onsite pedestrian survey did not disclose any specific burial 
locations in the project site. It is known that the project area was inhabited during prehistoric and 
historic-period times, and buried human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries, could be located on the project site.  Research of death certificates is not conducted 
during archival research regarding archaeological sites; however, a quick review of historic death 
records on-line in Placer County identified two death certificates from Bloomer Ranch in the late 
1800s. The burial location was not indicated. Because there is the potential that human remains 
could exist on the project site, Mitigation Measure 5.4-6 in the Draft EIR describes the procedure that 
would be required to be followed if human remains are encountered. 

Response to Comment PC-19 

Please see Responses to Comments 13-4 and 13-7. 
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Response to Comment PC-20 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act applies only to federal undertakings, such as 
those that require a federal permit or occur on federally managed land.  Since the project is not a 
federal undertaking and does not require any federal permits, Section 106 compliance is not 
required.   

PBS&J prepared a cultural resources survey report that was specific to the Baltimore Ravine area. 
The report included archival research and a records search specific to the study area.  Local Native 
Americans and members from the historical society were contacted regarding the study.   

Please see also Response to Comment 22-1. 

Response to Comment PC-21 

The comment is noted.   

Response to Comment PC-22 

The Cultural Resources section of the Draft EIR (see Section 5.4) provides the historical context for 
Bloomer Cut, including the dates and details of its construction.  This information is contained on 
pages 5.4-5 and 5.4-11 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment PC-23 

The comment agrees with the conclusions of the Draft EIR.  No further response is required. 

Response to Comment PC-24 

Please see Response to Comment 11-1. 

Response to Comment PC-25 

The commentor’s background information is noted.  No further response is required. 

Response to Comment PC-26 

Union Pacific Railroad has jurisdiction over the railroad right-of-way through the plan area, and may 
grant easements for various facilities, such as the proposed Herdal-Werner Connector and bridges 
over the tracks.  There is no proposal to lease or buy UPRR land.  No act of Congress or other 
federal action would be required for the project to proceed with the Connector or the bridges. 

Response to Comment PC-27 

The commentor’s opinion is noted and forwarded to the City Council for their consideration. 
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Response to Comment PC-28 

The comment is noted.. 

Response to Comment PC-29 

The Draft EIR was made available for public review for 45 days, as required by CEQA.  The Draft 
EIR was not unusually lengthy or complicated, so the 45 days was deemed an adequate length for 
the review period.  The BRSP itself has been available to the public since October 2009, and has 
been the subject of a number of hearings at which the public could provide comment, including a 
December 2009 hearing, the Draft EIR hearing on July 13, 2010, and a Planning Commission 
hearing on September 13, 2010.  Additional public hearings will be held by the Commission and/or 
City Council prior to final action on the project. 

Response to Comment PC-30 

Please see Response to Comment 13-2. 

Response to Comment PC-31 

Please see Response to Comments 13-4 and 13-7. 

Response to Comment PC-32 

Twenty-five meter transect intervals are commonly used by the professional archaeological 
community for pedestrian surveys.  The purpose of the pedestrian survey was to systematically 
examine a large area using regularly spaced transects.  Exceptions to this methodology included 
those areas which could not be safely accessed or which afforded no ground visibility.  These 
included dangerously steep slopes and areas with dense underbrush. The areas excluded from the 
survey were identified in the cultural resources survey report (see Appendix J of the Draft EIR).  

Response to Comment PC-33 

Please see Response to Comment 11-1. 

Response to Comment PC-34 

The background provided by the commentor is noted.  No further response is required. 

Response to Comment PC-35 

Traffic and air quality are addressed in Sections 5.11 and 5.2, respectively, of the Draft EIR.  Native 
American sites are addressed in Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR.  The commentor’s concerns are noted, 
and are hereby forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. 



4. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 

 
 
Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan Project 4-110 Final Environmental Impact Report  
P:\Projects - WP Only\+10000\7145 BRSP\FEIR\4.0 RTC.docx November 2010 

Response to Comment PC-36 

None of the five Native American individuals with whom PBS&J consulted indicated the presence of 
‘four-legged scalinas’, ‘stick people’ or similar entities in the project area. This terminology is not 
recognized within the archaeology profession, but is more commonly used when describing 
mythology. Native Americans and professional archaeologists carefully examined the project area 
for historic rocks; however, none were observed. 

Please see also Responses to Comments 13-7, 18-1 and 18-2.   

Response to Comment PC-37 

The comment lists biological and geological resources that would be affected by the proposed 
project.  Impacts on these resources are evaluated in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, and 5.5, 
Geology, Soils and Minerals, of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment PC-38 

Please see Response to Comment 15-15. 

Response to Comment PC-39 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-3 (c) on page 5.4-30 of the Draft EIR, noted in the comment, states “In the 
event that any subsurface archaeological resources are discovered during construction-related 
earth-moving activities anywhere on the project site, all ground-disturbing activity within 100 feet of 
the resources shall be halted and the (City’s Community Development Department) CDD shall be 
notified. If the resources appear to be prehistoric and/or of Native American origin, the City’s CDD 
shall contact the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC).”  The mitigation measure requires that 
the CDD be notified if any archaeological resources are encountered. The mitigation measure also 
requires that the CDD contact the UAIC if the resources appear prehistoric and/or Native American 
in origin.  If there are no prehistoric or Native American archaeological resources encountered, or if 
the archaeological resources are not Native American or prehistoric in origin, consultation with the 
UAIC is not necessary.  

Response to Comment PC-40 

As noted previously, PBS&J made several attempts to contact Native Americans listed with the 
NAHC.  In addition, PBS&J staff contacted the local UAIC and conducted a site visit with UAIC 
representatives specifically looking for any areas that may have contained Native American activity. 

Please see also Responses to Comments to 13-4 and 13-7.   

Response to Comment PC-41 

The project site is not in a redevelopment area, nor is it developed; therefore, it is not eligible to 
receive redevelopment funds. 
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No City funds have been dedicated to the proposed project.  Please see Responses to Comments 
15-12 and 19-5.   

Response to Comment PC-42 

The bankruptcy cited by the commentor has been resolved.  It was not related to the proposed 
project, but to the Diamond Creek project in Roseville.  Therefore, it has no bearing on the project.  

Response to Comment PC-43 

Please see Responses to Comments 15-12 and 19-5. 

Response to Comment PC-44 

Please see Responses to Comments 13-7 and 15-12. 

Response to Comment PC-45 

Please see Responses to Comments PC-40 and PC-41.  

Response to Comment PC-46 

Please see Responses to Comments 21-4 and 21-7.   

Response to Comment PC-47 

Please see Response to Comment 23-1 for a discussion of Indian Hill Road. 

Existing bicycle facilities are described on page 5.11-9 in the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR 
acknowledges that formal bicycle lanes are not available on Auburn-Folsom Road and on Indian Hill 
Road, but notes that paved shoulders do exist.  Impact 5.11-4 on page 5.11-62 describes project 
impacts to pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The Draft EIR notes that the BRSP will not result in 
physical changes that degrade bicycle safety and that while the project will increase the volume of 
automobile traffic on these roads the increase will not result in conditions that exceed acceptable 
levels.  Thus, the impact of the BRSP is not significant. 

Response to Comment PC-48 

Please see Response to Comment PC-29. 

Response to Comment PC-49 

Please refer to Response to Comment 23-1. 



4. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 

 
 
Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan Project 4-112 Final Environmental Impact Report  
P:\Projects - WP Only\+10000\7145 BRSP\FEIR\4.0 RTC.docx November 2010 

Response to Comment PC-50 

Table 5.11-12 on page 5.11-29 notes that Plan Area 1 will generate 2,150 daily trips (½ inbound and 
½ outbound).  As noted in Figure 5.11-6a, all of this traffic will use Herdal Drive to reach Auburn- 
Folsom Road.  Table 5-11-14, on page 5-11-30, notes that at build out the project will generate 
11,040 daily trips.  As noted in Figure 5.11-6b, 95 percent of the retail trips and 60 percent of the 
residential trips will use Herdal Drive to reach Auburn-Folsom Road.  Together, at build out the 
project’s residential and retail uses will add an estimated 8,740 daily trips to Herdal Drive west of 
Auburn-Folsom Road and 2,300 daily trips will be added to Ophir Road via Werner Road.  Of the 
BRSP traffic using Herdal Drive, 1,300 daily trips will use Indian Hill Road. 

The impact of BRSP vehicle trips on Auburn-Folsom Road and on Indian Hill Road has been 
evaluated using applicable methodologies and adopted standards. Project impacts have been 
identified, and the need for mitigation measures has been considered.  Project mitigation is limited to 
improvements at the Auburn-Folsom Road/Herdal Drive intersection and cumulative mitigation is 
required at Auburn-Folsom Road/Maidu Drive intersection.  With these improvements, the BRSP’s 
impacts are not significant.   

Response to Comment PC-51 

Please see Response to Comment 21-1. 

Response to Comment PC-52 

Please see Response to Comment 17-1. 

Response to Comment PC-53 

The impacts of the project on traffic are evaluated in Section 5.11 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment PC-54 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) sets forth the environmental review (including 
Environmental Impact Statements) required of federal projects.  There are no federal funds or 
approvals required of the proposed project, so NEPA does not apply, and an EIS does not need to 
be prepared. 

 




